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ABSTRACT

Beyond Colonizing Epistemicides:
Toward a Decolonizing Framework for Indigenous Education

by

Samuel B. Torres
American schooling and Indigenous peoples share a coarse relationship mired by devastating
periods of forced removal, indoctrination, and brutal assimilation methods. Over the course of
more than a century of failed education policy—though often veiled in good intentions—
Indigenous peoples have yet to witness a comprehensive Indigenous education program that
fundamentally honors the federal trust responsibility of the United States government. On the
contrary, with a contemporary approach of apathy, invisibility, and institutionalization, it is not
difficult to see the legacy of settler colonialism continuing to wield its oppressive influence on
Indigenous communities. Wolfe’s (2006) claim that “invasion is a structure, not an event” (p.
388), prompts the recognition of the coloniality of power—referring to the interpellation of
modern forms of exploitation and domination, long after the termination of formal colonial
operations. This decolonizing interpretive approach of this dissertation served to: a) examine the
historical and philosophical foundations of colonizing epistemicides and their impact on
contemporary Indigenous education; and b) move toward the formulation of a decolonizing
Indigenous curricular framework for contemporary Indigenous education.
Grounded in Antonia Darder’s (2012, 2019) critical bicultural theory and a decolonizing
interpretive methodology, this qualitative study examined the complex factors facing the

xiii

indigenization of education, while implicating the pernicious impact of epistemicides and a
culture of forgetting. The study provided a robust framework by which to situate a particular
curricular approach through a set of five decolonizing principles that aim to shape a meaningful
reflection of Indigenous consciousness. A commitment to these decolonizing principles
necessarily means an emancipatory re-reading of Indigenous relations within the scope of
contemporary education. It calls on educational leaders to paradoxically ground their decisionmaking in the ancestral teachings of Indigenous communities, for a genuine reimagination of
self-determination and sovereignty in the contemporary moment.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
History is not the past. It is the present. We carry our history with us. We are our history.
(Baldwin, 2017, p. 107)
I was born into a bicultural family during a time in which the problematic ideology of
color-blindness was a dominant and firmly entrenched socio-political axiom. Having grown up
in Los Angeles in a time and social condition that produced generational defining phenomena
such as the Rodney King riots, the O. J. Simpson trial, and a reeling economy stifled by brutal
neoliberal policies of the North American Free Trade Agreement, my youth was directly
influenced by a series of economically violent and exploitative politics—that I would later learn,
emerged from a rich legacy of colonialism rooted in the United States. I was raised in the
reflection of a society that upheld and espoused the neoliberal precepts of individualism,
competition, consumerism, and personal responsibility. These were core values that not only
unwittingly impacted the cultural trajectory of my family multi-generationally, but reflect a
larger phenomenon impacting millions of others as well.
My father was born and raised in El Sereno, a neighborhood within East Los Angeles, to
first generation Mexican-American parents. His grandmother Hilaria Quintero—affectionately
known as Abuelita La-La to most everyone she knew—is remembered widely throughout my
extended family as a tenacious and very serious mystic and healer. Emigrating from Zacatecas,
México in 1911, her practice of Nahua healing rituals garnered her a reputation as a curandera to
family and those in her community. My Abuelita La-La proudly claimed Mexica ancestry and
favored speaking Nahuatl over Spanish—though often resulting in a linguistic mestizaje of both.
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Before my great-grandmother’s passing in late 1996, I had the privilege of having many
personally meaningful opportunities to share her company. Speaking to me primarily in Nahuatl
and unable to comprehend the words Abuelita La-La directed toward me, I felt a profound
connection to her still, communicating in ways that mostly confused me at the time. Yet, each
shared experience felt sacred and deeply intimate—as if words, rendered inadequate, neglected
to interpret this esoteric dimension of our kinship. All of our encounters were ultimately
followed by a thorough blessing, involving the intentional placing of hands on each of my body
parts.
Uttering prayers in Nahuatl, my great-grandmother would start with the head, move to
the eyes, nose, ears and mouth, inevitably reaching my legs and feet. She was one of the first
people my parents let see me when I was born. From what I have been told, the initial invocation
was an even more exhaustive ritual, as each finger, toe, and joint received her most reverent and
astute attention. I’ve since learned that my Abuelita La-La’s blessings take on striking
similarities to what Ernesto Colín (2014) described as the practice of In Toca In Tocaitl in
contemporary Mexica naming ceremonies. I largely credit this intimate glimpse into my own
ancestral history as a catalyst by which I have sought to investigate the wisdom and lessons of
Indigenous knowledge and ways of knowing as a fulcrum for exploring inclusive methods of
restoring justice to a world in need of healing.
While I look back on these intimate moments with my great-grandmother with
immeasurable fondness and gratitude, I likewise continue to experience a visceral frustration and
sorrow with the reality of Indigenous language and culture loss in my family. I reflect on how
much more profound and impactful it could have been for me to connect with her in a shared

2

common tongue—a tongue that was as much ours as the color of our skin, the practice of our
culture, and our shared kinship. As a third-generation Mexican-American, my experience mirrors
that of so many other children of immigrant families whose mother tongue has been lost in the
face of a dominating hegemonic culture. Expressed as Anglicization or Americanization in the
United States—the systematic transition from native tongue to the adoption of the English
language—Alba, Logan, Lutz, and Stultz (2002) identified that this phenomenon tended to occur
in a three-generation process, inevitably resulting in a complete loss of the mother language.
Regrettably, my experience resembles this trend.
Not unlike many immigrant families, my grandparents faced significant pressure to speak
English in school and Spanish at home. Routinely threatened with punitive discipline and even
physical violence, my grandfather Arturo recalls facing corporal punishment from teachers and
administrators for speaking Spanish in the classroom, only to come home to suffer similar
consequences upon sharing the events with his father. I ask my grandfather about his youth with
near routine frequency. He demonstrates an uncanny ability to recall memories in a captivating
and almost hypnotizing manner. With an unusual whimsical sensibility, my grandfather reflected
on this language duality and the violence he faced by sharing, “I would get beat for speaking
Spanish at school, and I would get beat for speaking English at home. I would even get beat for
getting beat at school.” While he does not definitively admit it, I suspect this experience, as well
as countless others like it, contributed in influencing the decision to remove him from school
after the ninth-grade. In spite of this, my grandfather would ultimately demonstrate a fierce
devotion to the education of his children later in life. His three children would eventually attend
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and graduate from Wilson High School in El Sereno—a principal catalyst in the walkouts of
1968.
Greatly influenced by the deeply racialized conditions that produced the East L.A.
walkouts, my father recounts losing his ability to speak Spanish at an early age. Knowing very
little English as he started schooling, it was not long before he became strictly monolingual—
guided by his teachers, who considered the Spanish language a hindrance to assimilation. As a
demonstration of resistance and a desire to connect with his community, my father would
ultimately learn and reclaim his primary language in high school. In contrast, I would have far
less access to the Spanish language as a child than my father did. Raised in an English-only
home environment, it was not until after high school that I started to seriously begin to
meaningfully learn the Spanish language, immersed in the city of Los Angeles with myriad
opportunities to engage and practice. Still, the American logic of linguicism—or what Anzaldúa
(1987) called linguistic terrorism—continues to make it difficult to overcome the very much
internalized adversity we face in reclaiming the power and resources necessary to protect our
languages and knowledge systems given the asymmetrical power dynamics of the dominant
culture (Skutnabb-Kangas, 1988).
Antonia Darder (2014a) recognized that these patterns are a direct result of colonizing
linguistic practices, and ultimately a strong indicator of cultural hegemonic persistence. Such a
persistence demonstrates how the coloniality of power (Quijano, 2000) prevails long after initial
moments of colonization, consequently establishing epistemological superiority (Darder, 2017).
Historically, colonizing practices of assimilation have provoked the miseducation, mass
incarceration, deportation, and genocide of racialized populations as far back as the late 1400s in
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the Americas. Implicated in the legacy of colonialism are the racialized language policies that
sought to exterminate the use of primary languages and replace them with the language of the
colonizer, effectively eroding cultural identity and dignity (Darder, 2014a). Skutnabb-Kangas
(2000) has linked such efforts to the motivation of ruling class forces within nation-states
seeking to extirpate potential competition for political and economic power.
Accordingly, Wolfe (2006) indicated that invasion is not simply an historical event,
relegated to the past, but a dynamic structure of coloniality, revealing its influence through the
social and political systems of America. What remains clear, now more than ever, is the need for
a fundamental epistemological shift in the way that knowledge, culture, and language are
embraced, in offering a more just and emancipatory vision of the world and a curriculum that
fundamentally honors and respects the cultural integrity of Indigenous students and their
communities (Darder, 2015).
Statement of the Problem
The one-dimensional way in which the past is presented poses serious challenges for
countries everywhere; yet ignoring or deceptively altering history can lead to even more serious
problems (Korostelina, 2013). Many scholars agreed with the notion that societies that refuse to
understand, accept, and own their past of injustice are condemned to repeat or even further
oppressive forces, endangering the fate of future generations (Darder, Torres, & Baltodano,
2017; Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014; Korostelina, 2013; Gómez-Quiñones, 2012). With this in mind, the
late Indigenous historian and poet Jack D. Forbes (as cited in Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014) challenged us
by asserting, “[W]hile living persons are not responsible for what their ancestors did, they are
responsible for the society they live in, which is a product of that past” (p. 235).
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This premise of collective societal responsibility underscores a central duty to which a
people are tasked: engaging the education of students mindful of their historical and cultural
identities within their communities and their world. Throughout the years, intellectuals such as
Dewey, Washington, Du Bois, Freire, Darder, Macedo, Giroux, McLaren, and Apple, among
others, have recognized that a just society requires an education process that fosters equality,
inclusion, democracy, and social justice. With respect to the education of history, Au (2009) has
clarified, “Social studies for social justice actively seeks to recognize the diversity of the world
and the complexities associated with issues of racism, sexism, class, oppression, and other forms
of inequality” (p. 25). Alas, the United States (U.S.) has persistently neglected to come to terms
with providing an accurate origin narrative surrounding the impacts of settler colonialism on
Indigenous peoples 1, both, in the schooling process and socio-politically. Far more commonly
seen, is the deliberate insistence on the educational proliferation of deceptively narrow
interpretations of American exceptionalism—an education policy position deliberately situated
within the 2012 and 2016 National Republican Platforms (Spring, 2018). Paraskeva (2011)
warned that an education process that discourages epistemological diversity and socio-cultural

1

Regarding the delicate nature of nomenclature surrounding Indigenous peoples worldwide, careful attention has
been made to clarify and designate accurate and appropriate terminology within the confines of contextual settings.
Preference to nation, tribe, or clan is given when known or appropriate. Although, certain phenomena within the
scope of this study require a wider designation, such as Native American, when referring to the original inhabitants
of the Americas; or Indigenous peoples, when referring to the original inhabitants of a place inclusive to an
international context. Though the term Indigenous can be problematic in that it can collectivize and essentialize
despite the wide varieties of experiences throughout distinct populations, Smith (2012) asserted, “The term has
enabled the collective voices of colonized people to be expressed strategically in the international arena . . .
[creating] an umbrella enabling communities and peoples to come together, transcending their own colonized
contexts and experiences, in order to learn, share, plan, organize, and struggle collectively for self-determination on
the global and local stages” (p. 7). While the usage of Indian, American Indian, or California Indian is utilized
sparingly within this examination, they appear deliberately when referencing specific federally recognized
designations, applications, or to retain idiosyncratic attitudes within a specified focus. It is worthwhile to note that
American Indian is often used when referring to those tribal peoples who hold treaty rights and sovereign status in
the United States (Grande, 2004).
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justice naturalizes what Santos (2014) has referred to as epistemicides—literally the murder of
knowledge—a lethal tool that fosters and perpetuates social and material commitments to
imperialism and white supremacy.
Regrettably, the pernicious origin narratives of American exceptionalism—obscuring its
extensive historical roots of white supremacy through a politics of disposability and exclusion—
have provoked myriad challenges to the unfolding project of Indigenous education. Of this,
Gómez-Quiñones (2012) has insightfully claimed: “While some modern schooling has been
offered to some Indigenous, to date, no pro-Indigenous education groups and efforts exist on a
large sustained level autonomously” (p. 77). Confounding matters further, large-scale efforts to
address Indigenous education have resulted in the formation of tragic systemic damage to Native
communities over the span of several generations, necessitating a fundamental reimagination of
contemporary approaches. Responding to such a challenging premise, Gómez-Quiñones (2012)
is worth quoting here at length:
Indigenous education was and is an inculcation of an ethos—a set of values and ethics
that culminate a strong heart and a wise character (corazón fuerte, rostro sabio). For
many Indigenous, contemporary institutionalized schooling is by and large a non-Native
set of practices inflicted on Indigenous to facilitate their participation in the larger
society—on its terms. Natives who demand schooling for and by Natives are
marginalized. To be sure there, are, here and there, some islands of education by and for
Indigenous. Nevertheless, given the imposed limits on the spheres of governance and
education, the biological, social, and civic survival of the Indigenous are quite striking.
(pp. 77-78)
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A formidable task emerges then, to challenge the historical and contemporary contestations to
indigeneity that have compelled educational visions that function to limit comprehensive
expressions of self-determination and sovereignty.
California Assembly Bill 738
With the passing of Assembly Bill 738 on October 9, 2017—the day the city of Los
Angeles first recognized Indigenous Peoples’ Day instead of Columbus Day—the state of
California effectively approved the creation and development of a model curriculum in Native
American studies for use in grades 9 to 12 (Cal. Educ. Code § 51226.9, 2017). The bill tasks the
Instructional Quality Commission to collaborate and develop materials for adoption by March
31, 2022. According to the amended California Education Code:
The model curriculum shall be developed with participation from federally recognized
Native American tribes located in California, California Native American tribes, faculty
of Native American studies programs at universities and colleges with Native American
studies programs, and a group of representatives of local educational agencies, a majority
of whom are kindergarten to grade 12, inclusive, teachers who have relevant experiences
or education backgrounds in the study and teaching of Native American studies. The
Governor’s Tribal Advisor, the Native American Heritage Commission, and the
department shall assist the Instructional Quality Commission in statewide tribal
consultations with federally recognized Native American tribes located in California and
California Native American tribes. (§ (a) (1), 2017)
While the language of this legislation was generally broad and contains no state mandate
authority—merely suggesting the implementation of the model curriculum to schools not
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presently employing a Native American studies curriculum—the notion of including Native
American tribes and Indigenous scholars in the development process was not a pattern that
would historically characterize the relationship between Indigenous peoples and the United
States government. Guided by historical memory, any government policy or program related to
matters of Indigenous history, self-determination, or sovereignty ought to be met with a justified
scrutiny and critical analysis.
California Indian Catastrophe of 1846 to 1873
It may be seductive to consider California’s recent legislation a praise-worthy victory
toward restoring the Indigenous voice in public schools. Yet, it is essential to recognize the
nature of the relationship between the United States government and the Indigenous peoples of
this land. This relationship is fraught with broken promises and mistrust, evidenced by myriad
unhonored treaties, systematic mass violence, ethnic cleansing, and extermination-based
practices exercised by the United States and its citizenry. During the era of U.S. treaty-making—
from independence to the Indian Appropriations Act (1871)—more than 370 federally
recognized treaties between Indigenous nations and the federal government were signed ceding
extraordinary swaths of land in the process (Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014). Each treaty signed—though
merely resulting in temporary cessations of violence and massacres—would function to
invariably diminish the political, economic, and cultural existence of Native populations in favor
of settler-invaders.
Originally the stewards of 2.3 billion acres of land now occupied by the United States,
Native American landholdings were reduced to 156 million acres by 1881 (Echo-Hawk, 2010).
As a result of the General Allotment Act (1887), only about 50 million acres remained by 1934.
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An additional 500,000 acres were seized by the Federal Government for military use during
World War II, and a series of various acts of Congress during the termination era of the 1950s
was responsible for further land appropriation from over 100 tribes, bands, and Rancherias.
According to Native American Rights Fund attorney and author, Pawnee Native Walter R. EchoHawk (2010), “By 1955, the Indigenous land base had shrunk to just 2.4 percent of its original
size” (pp. 77-78).
California, specifically, has an especially tragic history in its relations with Native
Americans. In the Russo-Hispanic missionary period between 1769 and 1846, California’s
Indigenous population plunged from perhaps 310,000 to 150,000 (Madley, 2016). According to
historian Benjamin Madley (2016), “some 62,600 of these deaths occurred at or near California’s
coastal region missions (p. 3)”. Despite the Catholic missions’ bloody and oppressive history,
fourth-grade classrooms are still building miniature replicas in tribute to this period, although the
state Board of Education recently passed a revised history and social science framework
recommending—without mandate—against the decades-old tradition (California Department of
Education, 2017).
While the pre-U.S. California mission period has been referred to by many historians as
genocidal, Indigenous peoples in California died at an even more astounding rate under U.S. rule
(Costo & Costo, 1987; Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014; Lindsay, 2012; Madley, 2016). When U.S. military
officers took control of California in July of 1846, existing discriminatory policies and practices
commissioned by Spanish, Russian, and Mexican coastal region colonies were reinforced and
even intensified. Between 1846 and 1870, the California Indigenous population fell from an
estimated 150,000 to 30,000 as a result of broad societal, judicial, and political support for
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genocidal practices and attitudes. By 1880, census records indicated merely 16,277 California
Natives remained (Madley, 2016). Historical realities such as these prompt serious questions
about the relationship between the state of California and the Indigenous peoples who suffered
one of the swiftest extermination campaigns in history.
Native Americans, especially the descendants of surviving California Indians, have a
legitimate claim to apprehension and skepticism toward a state that just over a century ago
endorsed and facilitated catastrophic social and political conditions in producing genocide.
Toward California’s AB 738, several questions remain: To what extent will curricular
adjustments in public schools as a result of AB 738 address the genocidal conditions of the
California Indian catastrophe of 1846 to 1873? What has prevented investigations and efforts to
address curricular deficiencies prior to AB 738? Madley (2016) has forthrightly claimed that
questions such as these “have important ramifications, but can be addressed only in limited ways
without a comprehensive understanding of the interactions between California Indians and
newcomers” (p. 10).
Bilingual Education in California
Perhaps one of the most powerful and deeply embedded methods for the systematic
devaluation and disempowerment of subaltern groups in the Americas has been the
implementation of racialized language policies and practice—imperative toward the goals of
cultural hegemony (Darder, 2014a). Consequently, linguistic minorities have historically been
associated with the notion of being “problematic to capitalist accumulation” (p. 88) and
detrimental to the economy. In response, restrictive language initiatives have often sought to
diminish or eradicate the use of primary languages and replace them with the language of the
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colonizer or dominant culture. Deeply entrenched as a political tool to contain potential threats to
hegemonic stability and structures, linguistic coercion represents a fundamental principle in the
coloniality of power, knowledge, and being (Darder, 2017; Maldonado-Torres, 2007).
Considering recent approval for the Instructional Quality Commission to begin the
formulation of a model curriculum in Native American studies, it would seem prudent to reflect
on the manner in which California has previously addressed linguistic concerns in public
schools. Even now, in one of the most linguistically diverse states in the U.S., an oppressive
legacy of racialized language policy combined with centuries of colonialism has resulted in an
erosion of identity and culture, undeniably constituting assimilation, cultivating what Darder
(2014a) has called a culture of forgetting. With the voter approval of Proposition 227 in June
1998, bilingual education was effectively abolished—following a wave of anti-immigrant
conservative politics distinctive of the nineties—opening the door for English-only instruction.
It should be noted that bilingual education in California did not have nearly enough time
to develop and deliver as intended, considering that the state neglected to provide adequate
resources and programming to develop the bilingual teacher pipeline (Flores & Murillo, 2001).
While the recently passed Proposition 58, the California Multilingual Education Act (2016), has
effectively revived bilingual education in the state, one of the significant lingering impacts of the
now abolished Proposition 227—alternatively known as the English Language Education for
Immigrant Children Act (1998)—has been the disruption of the bilingual educator pipeline. A
consequence of Proposition 227, districts were not required to track teachers with bilingual
credentials and, accordingly, bilingual credentialing plummeted due to the lack of demand.
Without the incentive for teachers to pursue bilingual credentials, schools such as San Diego
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State University faced challenging decisions regarding the viability of these programs,
experiencing a significant decline in enrollment and nearly closing their program altogether
(Koran, 2017).
Opponents of bilingual education are eager to argue in favor of English-only instruction,
yet tend to neglect the historical implications that assimilation-oriented policies have had on
subaltern groups in the United States. While it would stand to reason that an examination of the
phenomenon of Americanization ought to begin with Christopher Columbus in 1492, it can be
argued that modern assimilation-oriented policy-making was truly formalized and accelerated at
the end of the Mexican-American war with the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo (Flores & Murillo,
2001).
Efforts to de-ethnicize Mexican, immigrant, and Indigenous communities through the
assimilationist logic of Americanization was most clearly manifested in aggressive educational
processes following the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. According to Flores and Murillo (2001):
The United States could not assimilate and Americanize the Native Americans fast
enough. First, it sent Christian missionaries to reservations (1) to “teach” the natives how
to speak (English that is); (2) to develop a sense of patriotism; (3) to impose a work ethic
based on the accumulation of property and the conquest of the natural world; and (4) to
teach them manual labor skills to serve the English. (p. 193)
As a result of the treaty, powerful precedents were set in service of assimilation of the newly
naturalized citizens in the regions where territory borders were redrawn. The document agreed to
guarantee the civil rights of Mexicans in the conquered Southwest as well as protect their land-
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grant holdings. Almost immediately these treaty provisions were violated, along with systematic
violations of the linguistic and cultural rights of former Mexican nationals.
American Indian Boarding Schools
While schooling was utilized as an effective tool of assimilation throughout the colonial
period, it was not until the late 19th century that the federal government began to systematize a
comprehensive Indian education system whose sole purpose was, according to President Ulysses
Grant, “the civilization and the ultimate citizenship [of the American Indian]” (as cited in Fuchs
& Havighurst, 1972, p. 224). In addition to the previously established missionary and day
schools—in fulfillment of prior treaty obligations—Grant’s Congress voted to expand the Indian
education program in 1870, ultimately paving the way for the proliferation of boarding schools.
The prototype on which most boarding schools based their structure was the Carlisle
Indian Industrial School, founded by military Captain Richard Henry Pratt in 1879 (Adams,
1995). Modeled after Pratt’s approach to running Fort Marion prison in Florida, students of
Carlisle faced a militaristic environment where they were forced to cut their hair, wear military
style uniforms, and be treated like soldiers (Adams, 1995; McBeth, 1983). While academic
subjects such as reading, writing, arithmetic, geography, and history were offered, students were
forced to work on manual labor projects for most of the day in order to support the maintenance
of the school.
In fierce commitment to an agenda of assimilation, Pratt’s motto, “Kill the Indian and
save the man” (Churchill, 2004, p. 14) became a standard for the operation of American Indian
boarding schools. Children were prohibited from speaking their primary language or practicing
their religions while being indoctrinated into Christianity and the American values of
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individualism, patriotism, and private property ownership (Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014). In order to
accomplish the goals of assimilation and Americanization most effectively, replacing students’
home and tribal cultural influences with off-reservation boarding schools was viewed as
necessary to eliminating Indigenous identity and culture (Adams, 1995; Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014;
McBeth, 1983; Wright, 1991).
Boarding school students were often subject to corporal punishment, receiving beatings
for infractions that simply expressed their humanity—such as speaking one’s native tongue,
practicing one’s own religion, resistance to instruction, or even running away from the institution
to go home (Adams, 1995; Churchill, 2004; Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014; McBeth, 1983). Reflecting on
her experiences in the early 20th century, A Kiowa female recalled, “You get punished.
Everything you do, you get punished. You’d get tired and get punished” (as cited in McBeth,
1983, p. 105). Punishment was commonly inflicted for being “too Indian”, often to the detriment
of darker skinned children—whom would receive more severe beatings and with greater
regularity (Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014). Students were systematically made to feel that to be Indian was
criminal. Sun Elk of the Taos Pueblo attended the Carlisle school for seven years beginning in
1883 and shamefully recounted:
They told us that Indian ways were bad. They said we must get civilized. And the books
told how bad the Indians had been to the white men—burning their towns and killing
their women and children. But I had seen white men do that to Indians. We all wore
white man’s clothes and ate white man’s food and went to white man’s churches and
spoke white man’s talk. And so after a while we also began to say Indians were bad. We
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laughed at our own people and their blankets and cooking pots and sacred societies and
dances. (Embree, 1999, p. 222)
In addition to physical and psychological exploitation, child and sexual abuse was also
widespread in boarding schools, significantly contributing to personal, familial, and social
disruptions still felt within many Native communities today (Churchill, 2004). Children were
often the target of sexual advances from teachers, administrators, priests, and nuns. If students
resisted these advances, they might also be physically punished for their failure to submit
(Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014; McBeth, 1983; Smith, 2012). Consequently, enduring such violence while
being stripped of the languages, skills, and wisdom of their home communities, generations of
Indigenous youth endured extensive trauma, creating multiple lost generations of traumatized
individuals.
In 2002, the Boarding School Healing Project—established by a coalition of Indigenous
groups—began collecting research and testimonies of extensive abuses that recount individual
violations as well as systematic disruption of Indigenous life at every level. The coalition
recognizes the persistent damages of historical trauma, and seeks to be active in the
reconciliation and repatriation processes (Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014; National Native American
Boarding School Healing Coalition, 2018). Regrettably, the failings of Indian education policy in
the 19th and 20th century have far reaching consequences with regard to current trends in
contemporary education policy as well as how descendants and survivors of boarding school
violence and cultural genocide perceive their role in the present iteration of American schooling
(McBeth, 1983).
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Curriculum, Conflict, and Power
Studying the intellectual heritage and socio-political dynamics of Native Americans
expresses a desire to examine a particular legacy and deepen an understanding of human society
as the past interweaves with present conditions. As the original occupants and dwellers of the
land, the Indigenous peoples of the Americas are foundational and fundamental to the formation
of those who presently occupy and wield power over this territory, its resources, and political
authority. Alas, most students in the United States experience a history education process that
reflect naïve romanticized narratives of the noble savage trope—a people lost in time—rather
than the merciless theft and plunder of lands, resources, bodies, and culture. Paraskeva (2011)
has referred to this phenomenon as “indigenoustude—a mystification of Indigenous cultures and
knowledges” (p. 168). This phenomenon is undoubtedly a manifestation of the coloniality of
power, knowledge, and being (Maldonado-Torres, 2007) and can have vast consequences to
societies (Paraskeva, 2011). In American history textbooks, today’s Indigenous populations are
frequently represented as a people without a history worth exploring in depth, left to the margins
as a supplement to the more prominent narrative of American progress and U.S. exceptionalism,
“not because they are not granted a past, but because arguably they do not have a future”
(Gómez-Quiñones, 2012, pp. 65-66). In stern opposition to this viewpoint, robust Indigenous
discourses persist in examining colonial and neocolonial dominations, as well as the role these
dominations have in the becoming of other subaltern groups. Embodied in such dissident
scholarship are the words of Northern Cheyenne tribal judge Marie Sanchez in an address to the
UN at the first International Indian Treaty Council Conference where she affirmed, “[W]e wish
to continue to exist” (as cited in Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014, p. 204).

17

The task of history education is intricately linked with the formation of social identity,
conscientious critical reasoning, and the democratization of knowledge (Korostelina, 2013). This
task can be utilized as a powerful tool that can alter the dynamics of identity-based conflict to
challenge prejudice and stereotypes, and to promote mutual understanding, reconciliation, and
repatriation. The role of history education in the formation of social identity has the potential to
lead to the development of a compelling moral framework and providing a transformative vision
for the present and future by offering alternative interpretations, multiple perspectives, and
critical narratives of intergroup relations as a tool for liberation. Conversely, history education
can also be utilized to preserve and maintain nationalistic and ethnocentric ways of thinking,
reifying hegemonic structures that persist in the oppression of subaltern groups, while
maintaining the status quo. Therefore, we must recognize that curriculum, as a “political,
ideological, cultural, and economic project, must be understood as a document that is determined
by the dynamics of conflict” (Paraskeva, 2011, p. 9).
In the landmark work, Pedagogy of the Oppressed, Paulo Freire (1970) fiercely and
lovingly compelled educators to seek and understand the dialectical nature of conflict between
oppressor and oppressed. Comprised of two distinct phases, the first step of this pedagogy calls
for the oppressed to unveil the world of oppression through the process of revolutionary praxis—
a combination of reflection and practice upon the world to transform it—challenging the
contradictions of educational policies and practices that objectify and dehumanize. In the second
stage, this pedagogy ceases to belong to the oppressed as it transforms in becoming a pedagogy
of all people, in the process of permanent liberation.
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An emancipatory approach such as this requires the inquiry of what Santos (2004) has
called the sociology of absences—the general silences around particular experiences and the way
in which those silences are actively perpetuated. Where cognitive diversity offers possibility for
realizing the goals of the pedagogy of the oppressed and the task of being more fully human, the
inquiry of a sociology of absences critically identifies the conditions that destroy
counterhegemonic social and political identities (Santos, 2004). While hegemonic forces attempt
to legitimize the status quo through the insistence of monocultural ways of thinking, the most
effective method in fighting for a just and equal society is the promotion of epistemological
diversity.
Accordingly, Santos (2014) has argued that there can be no such thing as “global social
justice without cognitive justice” (p. viii). By shifting the focus from the reproduction of the
status quo to the resistance to it—utilizing dialectical instruments of criticality—the nature of
conflict can serve as a major source of social change and innovation. Offering a bold vision of
how this can be achieved, Paraskeva (2011) has forthrightly claimed:
The future is made up of a plural existence based on a conflict that is itself an icon of
openness and vigor for societies, especially since the true question is not how conflict
might be abolished but how humanity might learn to live with it and transform it into a
productive step forward for freedom. (p. 20)
The Hidden Curriculum and Epistemicides
McLure and Fisher (1969) were correct in saying that the analysis of curriculum cannot
be done in isolation from the social dynamics that construct themselves daily. Critical educators
recognize that schools play a profound role in the political field of the socialization of students.
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Given the strong inequality of power between teachers and students, schools facilitate a profound
shaping of the student with regard to the transmission of norms, values, and beliefs (Paraskeva,
2011). Giroux (2001) has described this phenomenon of the hidden curriculum as “the way in
which the structure of the workplace is replicated through daily routines and practices that shape
classroom social relations” (p. 4). In other words, the organizational modalities and routines of
the classroom environment replicate the production chain and the desired social dynamic of
institutions of production, actively reinforcing existing social inequalities; inequalities informed
by the institutional lessons such as the maintenance of order, submission to those in power,
evaluation, and the acceptance of sanctions, among others.
While it is essential to recognize the significance of curricular knowledge in the
classroom, it is likewise undeniably crucial to address the way in which we teach. In moving
beyond the question of what or whose knowledge is of most worth, epistemological diversity
invites the opportunity to recognize that other ways of knowing are possible beyond Western
epistemologies (Paraskeva, 2011). On the other hand, addressing Indigenous knowledge and
Native American history within the Western space offers a limited scope and possibility for
social and political transformation. After all, it is vital to acknowledge, as Linda Tuhiwai Smith
(2012) has noted, “imperialism and colonialism are the specific formations through which the
West came to ‘see’, to ‘name’, and to ‘know’ Indigenous communities” (p. 63). By embracing an
ecology of knowledges brought about by multiple articulations of difference, it is possible to
more fully realize the emancipatory potential of epistemological diversity.
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The Need for a Decolonizing Framework for Indigenous Education
Education exists in a complex duality, wherein it offers critiques and prescriptions for
social relations tackling “a complex dialectic . . . between the material and the ideal” (GómezQuiñones, 2012, p. 64), yet also functions as “a political field of socialization that competes with
the family and assumes compromises as students adjust to authority” (Paraskeva, 2011). Echoing
Freire (1970), Paraskeva (2011) has argued that public schools provide preferred transmission
potential to the traditional, rather than the innovative, let alone the radical. These traditional
norms are evidenced by institutional values of schooling—such as the maintenance of order,
submission to those in power, acceptance of sanctions, and evaluation—but also by way of the
prevalence of curricular epistemicide (Paraskeva, 2011; Santos, 2014).
Having been well-documented by scholars, philosophers, and educators over the years,
the Eurocentric origin narrative of American history and culture so often replicated in classrooms
around the United States tends to be drastically and deceptively one-sided, reinforcing the values
of the hegemonic ruling class in complicity with the political economy (Darder, 2017; DunbarOrtiz, 2014; Freire, 1970; Giroux, 1981). Intentionally positioned in the perpetuation of existing
economic inequalities, Smith (2012) has eloquently clarified, “The negation of Indigenous views
of history was a critical part of asserting colonial ideology . . . mostly because they challenged
and resisted the mission of colonization” (p. 31).
American institutions of schooling and society collectively persist in propagating origin
narratives that embrace what Dunbar-Ortiz (2014) referred to as, “the mythological unconscious
belief of manifest destiny” (p. 6). She continued: “That narrative is wrong or deficient, not in its
facts, dates, or details but rather in its essence” (p. 2), and neglects to address “fundamental
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questions about the formation of the United States and its implications for the present and future”
(p. 5). This is problematic, as origin narratives are highly instrumental in forming the core values
of a people’s unifying identity and the beliefs that guide them. Consequently, it must be central
to the role of education to question and challenge these unconscious beliefs that work toward the
legitimation of oppressive ideological and class formations essential to the reproduction of
inequality (Apple, 1995; Darder, 2017).
In response, critical decolonizing pedagogy not only calls for the official transcript of
schools and society to be unmasked, but also to “work toward the decolonization of everyday
life, in ways that support the reinstitution of a multiplicity of historical memories and
epistemologies tied to the survival of historically oppressed communities” (Darder, 2017, p. 36).
In this way, “Indigenous peoples offer possibilities for life after empire, possibilities that neither
erase the crimes of colonialism nor require the disappearance of the original peoples colonized
under the guise of including them as individuals” (Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014, p. 235). Historian and
educator Juan Gómez-Quiñones (2012) has eloquently proposed what this dissertation embodies
and provokes:
American Indian ancestries and heritages ought to integral to K-12 curriculums and
university explorations and graduate expositions for obvious reasons—contemporary
universalist understandings. I refer not to a special presentation, project option, or
ethnographic appreciation here and there, but rather to the full integration of Native
American histories and cultures into academic curriculums. The Indigenous voice
matters, yesterday and today, in substantive pedagogical and philosophical discourses. (p.
13).
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Purpose of the Study
It is essential to reimagine the way in which Indigenous education is addressed in the
United States today. While there exists no singular method encapsulating the typical Western
approach to educating Indigenous students, a wide variety of implicit challenges in formulating a
culturally relevant and practical curriculum often suffer from misrepresentation,
commodification of knowledge, and omission. Systematically, a historical pattern of invisibility
and disposability has characterized the US approach to Indigenous education. Providing further
clarity, Smith (2012) has asserted, “the organization of school knowledge, the hidden curriculum
and the representation of difference in texts and school practices all contain discourses which
have serious implications for Indigenous students as well as for other minority ethnic groups” (p.
12). Upholding this culture of forgetting (Darder, 2014a) is the standard origin narrative of U.S.
history—characterized as a narrative of redemption, progress, and destiny—ultimately requiring
one to ignore the formidable impact and implications of a colonialism.
Moreover, failing to recognize the settler-colonialist context of U.S. historical writings
paves the way for the uncritical interpretations of American exceptionalism and expansionism,
provoking devastating impacts on educational attitudes and policies. The early formation of the
United States as taught in schools tends to be interpreted as a nation born of open rebellion
against tyranny and oppression from the British empire, often portrayed as the first anti-colonial
revolution in service of national liberation (Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014). Not only is this master
narrative of U.S. exceptionalism deceptive, but it has become the seed of rationalization and
justification for further atrocities committed in the name of American freedom, liberty, and
democracy.
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In the recent wave of state legislation regarding the effort to include Indigenous
representation in history curricula—in states such as California, Washington, Montana, and
Wisconsin—there appears to be an emerging interest in transitioning toward acknowledging the
existence of the over 500 federally recognized tribes in the United States. Yet, despite recent
movements to address the inclusion of Native American history in the American public school
experience, social studies scholarship consistently finds that Euro-American voices persist in
dominating textbooks and content standards (Barton & Levstik, 2004; Cornbleth, 2002; Epstein,
2009; Foner, 2010; Grant, 2003; Lintner, 2007; Symcox, 2002; Thornton, 1991, 2008;
VanSledright, 2002, 2011; Wineburg, 2001).
A nationwide study investigating the representation of Indigenous peoples in state
standards by Shear, Knowles, Soden, and Castro (2015) found that Indigenous peoples are
largely depicted as existing in the distant past—if they are included at all—and are thereby
marginalized from the American present. According to Shear et al. (2015), seventeen states
neglected to include a single post-1900 standard related to the teaching of Indigenous peoples
which “speaks to the larger theoretical problem of silencing the experiences of non-dominant
peoples in a society” (p. 83). As such, this study aims to analyze and question the hegemonic
nature of this culture of forgetting (Darder, 2014a) in American schools, and its implicit impacts
of coloniality.
For far too long, U.S. exceptionalism narratives have dominated the institutional spaces
of society and education. The knowledge and knowledge systems undergirding these beliefs not
only have marked impacts on the institutions of education—be they public, private, or charter—
they are remarkably instrumental in the formation of a culture and political economy that serves
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to nurture the coloniality of power, knowledge, and being, in its commitment to eugenic forms of
knowledge production. Epistemicides are not only prevalent in mainstream education projects,
but also perniciously alive in schools that cater to large populations of Native youth.
Accordingly, this dissertation explored the myriad forms of implicit and explicit challenges that
influence colonialist consciousness (Grande, 2004), endeavors decolonizing a future that is landbased and epistemologically diverse, as well as centering Indigenous consciousness. In addition
to critiquing the dominant epistemologies that serve to reproduce social and cultural inequalities
within the public school system in the United States, this study also seeks to offer a
reimagination of a decolonizing curricular framework for Indigenous education.
Research Questions
Predatory assimilation-oriented practices, having taken place within the Americas over
the past five centuries, can most certainly be seen as contributing to and building what Darder
(2014a) has called a culture of forgetting. Here, she has claimed that schools operate as zones of
cultural forgetting and function as “pedagogical spaces of banking education (Freire, 1970),
where students are expected to reject their native tongue and uncritically adopt the hegemonic
language and cultural system imposed upon them by the dominant culture” (Darder, 2014a, p.
95). Consequently, schools contribute to fostering this culture of forgetting, operating as
institutional sorting authorities that punish and label resistance as academic failure or behavioral
concern, and reward adherence to hegemonic ideals of the dominant culture, such as obedience
and order. Negative outcomes associated with this phenomenon are heavily racialized, seen in
the devastating impact of zero-tolerance behavior policies and the school-to-prison pipeline
toward Black and Brown students (Heitzeg, 2009).
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As a powerful tool of hegemonic cultural domination, schools that defy memory of
cultural history, erode cultural community ties, and gradually strip away intimate cultural bonds
to ancestral knowledge leave students especially vulnerable to Western epistemicides (Darder,
2014a; Paraskeva, 2011; Santos, 2007). The silencing of Indigenous ways of knowing via
colonizing epistemicides deprives students of the cultural and cognitive dispositions that link
them to their cultural, linguistic, and ancestral practices, vital toward becoming critically mindful
and empowered subjects of their own histories (Darder, 2014a; 2012).
A research process examining settler colonialism and the impacts of coloniality must then
engage a decolonizing research process that aims to support a re-reading of the world anchored
in cultural tradition and ancestral knowledge, while countering colonizing epistemicides (Darder,
2015; Paraskeva, 2011; Santos, 2007). As a counterhegemonic practice, it is necessary to
recognize that decolonizing inquiry faces powerful opposition from dominant society, vigilantly
resisting the effort of hegemonic forces to limit its legitimacy by challenging widely held views
of the world (Fanon, 1967). As such, the research questions for this decolonizing interpretive
study were designed to disrupt the silencing and destruction of epistemicides, in a way that
invited critical analysis and a reinterpretation of standard narratives of history. With this in mind,
the research questions that drive this study included:
•

What are the historical and philosophical foundations of colonizing epistemicides and
what is their impact on contemporary Indigenous education?

•

What theoretical reformulations and pedagogical practices are necessary in order to
move toward a decolonizing Indigenous curricular framework?
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Conceptual Lens
The conceptual lens undergirding the development and analysis of this study was
informed by a critical bicultural pedagogy—one that centered the histories and lived experiences
of subaltern and bicultural populations. This lens drew from the transformative influences of
critical pedagogy and the powerful perspectives and distinctions of critical bicultural pedagogy
and its proclivity for dialectic tension.
Critical Pedagogy
Fundamental to critical educational theory is the work of theorists such as Marx,
Gramsci, and Foucault—in addition to those associated with the Frankfurt school and their
contemporaries. Broadly stated, critical theory describes the interrogation of asymmetric power
relations in order to liberate human beings from the conditions that oppress them (Darder et al.,
2017). In the context of the institution of education, critical theory often refers to the application
of learning spaces and tools to challenge assumptions, theorize on matters of self and social
agency, and attends to the places and practices in which social agency has been denied and
constructed (Giroux, 2011). Considered by many to be the most influential educational
philosopher in the application of critical theory, Paulo Freire “labored consistently to ground the
politics of education within the existing framework of the larger society” (Darder et al., 2017,
p.5).
This study was guided by the Freirean anti-colonial tradition of critical pedagogical
thought and practice, acknowledging that education is eminently political and offers students the
conditions necessary for self-reflection and critical agency. Not simply limited to applications of
teaching practice or methodological discussions, the Freirean tradition of critical pedagogy
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necessitates the consideration of questions related to power, culture, and oppression within the
context of schooling (Darder et al., 2017). It is precisely from within these conceptual spaces that
this pedagogy facilitates a decolonizing interpretive research approach to this study, as discussed
below. In addition to Freire, notable critical theorists such as Henry Giroux, Stanley Aronowitz,
Michael Apple, Maxine Green, Peter McLaren, bell hooks, Donaldo Macedo, Antonia Darder,
Michelle Fine, Jean Anyon, and many others have contributed to and influenced the
revitalization of the emancipatory educational movement in the 1980s and 1990s.
Critical pedagogy and its principles embrace a truly civic purpose of education, provide a
vocabulary of critique, and offer students an opportunity to challenge the inequities and
oppression of society. In contrast, hegemonic persistence places dominant culture in the
systematic control of the structure of schooling, ensuring adherence to the status quo (Darder et
al., 2017). The philosophical principles of critical pedagogy provide for a language and a
conceptual lens from which to deconstruct, interpret, and analyze current approaches to history
education in the United States. Intimately tied to Darder’s (2012) critical bicultural pedagogy,
these philosophical principles include: cultural politics, political economy, historicity of
knowledge, dialectical theory, ideology and critique, hegemony, resistance and counterhegemony, praxis, dialogue and conscientização (Darder et al., 2017).
Cultural politics. Critical pedagogy is fundamentally committed to building and
developing structures and practices that support an emancipatory culture of schooling and the
empowerment of culturally marginalized and economically disenfranchised students. The
principle of cultural politics—the acknowledgment that culture and power are inextricably linked
(Darder, 2012)—is essential to understanding asymmetrical power relations that exist in our

28

society and in our schools, which “function as a terrain of on-going cultural struggle over what is
accepted as legitimate knowledge” (Darder et al., 2017, p. 10). Intricately linked to what Paulo
Freire (1970) described as our vocation “to be truly humanized social (cultural) agents in the
world” (p. 10), a central task of critical pedagogy entails addressing the concept of cultural
politics by simultaneously legitimizing and challenging experiences and perceptions shaped by
the histories and socioeconomic realities that give meaning to the lives of students and their
constructions of what is discerned as truth (Darder et al., 2017). An essential recognition for the
purpose of this study was the critical analysis and interrogation of the theories and practices of
public schooling—such as the omission and mischaracterization of Indigenous peoples in
American history curricula—that discouraged the development of a politically emancipatory and
humanizing culture of participation, voice, and social action in the classroom and the larger
society.
Political economy. Contrary to traditional perspectives of education, critical education
posits that schools actually work against the class interest of those students who are most
politically and economically vulnerable, while reinforcing and replicating existing asymmetric
class relations. Critical pedagogy seeks to challenge and unmask this uncontested relationship
between schools and society in the interrogation of the notion that education provides equal
opportunity and access for all. Considering the revelation that most state standards in American
public schools exhibit a confining of curriculum regarding Indigenous peoples to pre-1900—
tending to omit essential periods of conflict such as the boarding school era, the termination
period, and the American Indian Movement—it is clear that the experience of Indigenous
peoples in this country is largely silenced in a systematic means (Shear, Knowles, Soden, &
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Castro, 2015). Indeed, it would not be difficult to argue that social studies curricula persist in
reflecting a colonial mindset. In addressing the continued prevalence and persistence of the
Eurocentric master narrative in schools, critical pedagogy can be utilized in guiding future
dialogue regarding the nature of these inequalities and the power structures they promote.
Historicity of knowledge. Critical pedagogy recognizes that knowledge is understood in
a historical context, which in turn, provides meaning to human experience (Darder et al., 2017).
As such, contemporary approaches to history education must not only be understood within the
social practice of schooling, but also within the historical events that determine the placement,
existence, and purpose of institutional knowledge and practice. Smith (2012) has argued that
“history is mostly about power. It is the story of the powerful and how they became powerful,
and then how they use their power to keep them in positions in which they can continue to
dominate others” (p. 35). It is for this reason that the exclusion, marginalization, and “Othering”
of Indigenous peoples has taken place persistently in the unfolding of the United States national
project. However, in providing opportunities for examining discontinuities, conflicts, differences,
and tensions in history, schools can offer students an opportunity to transform their perspective
from one of historical objective passivity to a crucible of social agency and possibility for
change. Critical pedagogy offers opportunities for analysis in the recognition that “there is no
historical reality which is not human” (Freire, 1970, p. 125). This realization was tied to the
critical notion that human beings hold the possibility to understand themselves as subjects of
history, in opposition to the threat of objectification perpetuated by traditional approaches to
schooling in the US (Darder et al., 2017).
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Dialectical theory. Western approaches to the construction of knowledge generally
follow a scientifically dichotomized method of categorization, leaving little room for
perspectives of non-dominant human existence and knowledge. Described by Quijano (2000) as
the coloniality of power, this categorization persists in a discriminatory discourse that continues
to dehumanize and oppress subaltern populations. The principle of dialectical theory offers
students the opportunity to unmask the connections between so-called objective knowledge and
the cultural norms, values, and standards of the larger society (Darder et al., 2017). Within
dialectical practice, analysis starts with human existence and recognizes that the problems of
society exist not in isolation, but as moments connected to individual and societal interactions
(McLaren, 2015). A dialectical view of history education supported the notion that students
ought to “engage the world in its complexity and fullness, in order to reveal the possibilities and
new ways of constructing thought and action beyond how it currently exists” (Darder et al.,
2017, p. 11).
Ideology and critique. Described as a societal lens or social framework of thought,
ideology is utilized in society to establish order and provide meaning to the social and political
world in which we exist. Considering the present state of U.S. history education, a critical notion
of ideology can not only prove useful in critiquing educational curricula, texts, and practices, but
more importantly, the fundamental ethics that inform their production (Darder et al., 2017). As a
pedagogical tool, this process of critique offers the possibility for the systematic deconstruction
and examination of Eurocentric historical perspectives in schools and their link to the
conservation of hegemonic practices and the maintenance of order. In this way, normative
assumptions could be unmasked, challenged, and ultimately transformed.
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Hegemony, resistance, and counter-hegemony. Based on the work of Antonio Gramsci
(1971), hegemony is described as the systematic process of social control sustained by the moral
and intellectual leadership of the dominant class over the subordinate groups. As hegemony is
never static or absolute—constantly changing in order to retain its privileged position as the
status quo—critique and resistance must be understood as an on-going phenomenon. In response
to radical ideas or concepts with the potential to threaten disruption of the status quo, this can
often reveal itself through the appropriation of the threating element, stripping it of
transformative intent, and reifying it into a more palatable form. In the context of decolonizing
education, Four Arrows (2013) has argued that hegemony is “designed to maintain status quo
benefits for a ruling elite” and is therefore “by definition a form of anti-Indianism” (p.20). This
constituted a central concern of this study.
For example, as California lawmakers and advocates pat themselves on the back for
passing a bill that calls for the development of a new curriculum for the study of Native
Americans, there are legitimate concerns that this process could simply mutate into a palatable
form for status quo consumption, ultimately being robbed of its possibility for social agency and
transformative change. It is for this reason that the principles of resistance and counterhegemony are truly essential to efforts focused on transforming hegemonic forces in education
and society (Darder et al., 2017). Hegemonic ways of knowing reinscribe colonialism in daily
life and practice, and they seek to drown out competing philosophies that could serve to threaten
its dominance (Apple, 2004; Freire, 1970; Giroux, 2011). It was the task of this study to
reimagine and contribute to counter-hegemonic spaces, structures, and discourse that
democratizes knowledge in the interest of liberatory possibilities (Darder et al., 2017). Though
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the river of critical pedagogy offers a formidable counterhegemonic instrument, many notable
theorists neglect to effectively address the particular concerns of racialized populations from the
impacts of coloniality and global capitalism. Comprehensively addressing such concerns through
a particular lens of biculturality, Darder (2012) put forth a powerful conceptual vision, truly
capable of decolonizing sensibilities.
Critical Bicultural Pedagogy
While the philosophical principles posed by critical education scholars and theorists offer
a robust foundation for a liberatory education praxis, there remain key epistemological questions
left unaddressed regarding the creation of conditions for the emancipatory potential for all
students, especially those who have been historically racialized and economically
disenfranchised. Formulated by Darder (2012), critical bicultural pedagogy links the
philosophical principles of critical pedagogy to a political theory of cultural democracy,
providing the necessary critical framework in the empowerment of subaltern students and
researchers in becoming transformative agents in their world. Critical bicultural pedagogy then
“holds the possibility for a discourse of hope” (p. 101), by assisting students in developing the
courage and imagination in questioning the structures of domination that control their lives on a
daily basis.
Darder (2012) has described biculturalism as the process by which human beings learn to
“function in two distinct sociocultural environments: their primary culture, and that of the
dominant mainstream culture of the society in which they live” (p. 45). Articulated in this
process are the experiences of bicultural human beings in the mediation between “the dominant
discourse of educational institutions and the realities that they must face as members of
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subordinate cultures” (p. 45). These experiences inform the ways in which bicultural human
beings respond to cultural conflicts, racism, and other forms of cultural invasion. It is through
this authority of lived experience (hooks, 1994), that students, educators, and researchers can
work toward transforming the traditional oppressive structures and relationships of American
public schools (Darder, 2015).
A critical bicultural context, in combination with critical pedagogy, also provides a
meaningful foundation for the development of a decolonizing interpretive research approach.
Within my role as a critical bicultural researcher, this study has been directed toward a critical
inquiry that, “brushes Western traditional notions of culture, schooling, and society against nonWestern epistemological traditions” (Darder, 2015, p. 64). This process ought to be understood,
not only as one of empowerment for individuals but, more importantly, as a systematic political
effort to shift in both theory and practice for the liberation of subaltern meaning and the
provocation of revolutionary thought (Darder, 2015).
Methodology
This dissertation utilized an interpretive methodology for the critical examination of
contemporary approaches to the education of Indigenous youth. This interpretive method sought
to provide an intellectual interrogation and reformulation through the lens of a critical bicultural
research framework. Maria Piantanida (2009) has acknowledged that authors employing intimate
interpretive dissertations “claim their authorial right to put forward their understanding of the
phenomenon” (p. 191). In doing so, this inquiry examined the historical and contemporary
challenges to Indigenous education as a result of epistemicides and the coloniality of power,
knowledge, and being. This dissertation also reviewed epistemological discrepancies and
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deviations between Western and Indigenous consciousness. Additionally, the dominant literature
on pedagogy, curriculum, and methodological approaches to Indigenous education was explored
as well as a brief review of historical accounts relevant to Indigenous schooling, where they have
been qualitatively analyzed through a critical bicultural perspective. Affirming this qualitative
interpretive approach, Gómez-Quiñones (2012) asserted:
[It] does not mean inspecting history as an absolute record of the past; nor does
theorizing mean positing or rationalizing a single tunneled perception of the past. All
theories are, in fact, false when understood as realities. On the other hand, theories are
arguably true—or at least possessed of their own reality—when viewed as interpretations.
(p. 68)
Piantanida’s (2009) claim that “it is the researcher’s right and obligation to decide what
major message is important to put forward” (p. 190), reinforced Darder’s (2015) affirmation of
the work of critical bicultural researchers, “based upon their (autoethnographic) historical
experiences of difference, as both historical subjects in their self-determination and bicultural
critical educators in their field” (Darder 2015, p. 64). This interpretive approach sought to
provide a decolonizing examination of historical and philosophical records, texts, and concepts
that inform the construction of American curricula and schooling ostensibly meant to be
appropriate for the academic preparation of Indigenous students.
Decolonizing Interpretive Research
According to Darder (2015), “decolonizing interpretive research engages forthrightly
with the phenomenon of human oppression and its debilitating historical impact upon the
identities, social location, representations, and material conditions of subaltern populations” (p.
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69). As such, decolonizing interpretive research, taking on the function of an oppositional study,
strives for critical analysis of significant bodies of knowledge related to the experiences and
survival of those deemed as other. Neglecting to appropriately contextualize these lived
experiences and patterns would serve to “ignore the current manifestations and effects of the
corporal and cultural genocide that has been taking place in ‘American’ society throughout the
last four centuries” (Tejeda, Espinoza, & Gutierrez, 2003, p.1).
Smith (2012) has described decolonization as a process that fundamentally engages with
imperialism and colonialism in a variety of levels. Historically, imperialism was utilized as a
system of control, securing markets and capital investments, while colonialism facilitated
expansion through the subjugation and control of Indigenous populations and local resources.
Understanding the distinctions of imperialism assisted in clarifying the manner by which
Indigenous peoples have historically labored in the effort to recover histories, lands, language,
and basic human dignity. Tejeda, Espinoza, and Gutierrez (2003) offered valuable
contextualization in the recognition of both past and present as having vast implications in the
social and material realities of our lives: “While we acknowledge that the past is obviously not
the present, we argue that the latter can neither exist nor be understood outside of the former” (p.
2).
Decolonizing interpretive methodology aims to highlight the persistent nature of
colonialism and imperialism, often nonchalantly codified as ‘globalization’ (Smith, 2012).
Considering the nature of asymmetrical power relations forged out of empire, it should be noted,
according to Darder (2015), that decolonizing interpretive research ought to be seen, “as a deeply
subaltern form of qualitative research practice; one which seeks to formidably challenge and
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disrupt the one-dimensional Eurocentric epistemicides prevalent in traditional theories of
schooling and society” (p. 64). By utilizing the educational terrain as a site of struggle for social
justice, a decolonizing pedagogical praxis has the potential to create profound counterhegemonic
intellectual spaces wherein, “new readings of the world can unfold, in ways that lead us toward
change, both in theory and practice” (p. 1).
While Smith (2012) cautioned, “research is one of the ways in which the underlying code
of imperialism and colonialism is both regulated and realized” (p. 8), a decolonizing interpretive
approach distinctly acknowledges that all research practices are political processes and
consequently must forgo notions of neutral, apolitical, or ahistorical consideration. Darder (2015)
clarified, “there is no illusive claim of neutrality in the research design and execution of
decolonizing interpretive research, in that the fundamental purpose and aim is to serve as a
critical bicultural epistemological tool in the transformation of schooling and society” (p. 65). In
contrast, traditional approaches to Indigenous studies by the West have historically implicated
non-Westerners as inevitably unproductive, characterized by a physical and mental laziness.
Studies based in such deficit-minded perspectives “ultimately work to undermine the social and
material conditions of the oppressed, often leaving them marginalized, exploited, disempowered,
and excluded from participation in decision-making about their own lives” (p. 70). Decolonizing
interpretive research further contends with this power asymmetry by interrogating dominant
interpretations of the West, “in an effort to both decolonize knowledge and reinvent
epistemological approaches or ways of knowing anchored in the histories, cultures, languages,
and cosmologies of the oppressed” (p. 70). As a fundamentally counterhegemonic research
practice, Darder (2019) has affirmed that “decolonizing interpretive research designs aim to
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demystify the artificial limits of colonizing and racialized formations and economic hierarchies
of domination, viewing all languages and cultures as not only significant to our planetary
survival but also open to critical discernment, with respect to their oppressive or decolonizing
impact on communities” (p. 11).
From a critical bicultural perspective, an inquiry such as this was deeply personal, a
disturbing reminder, and a determined indictment of the myriad ways in which Indigenous
peoples and colonized communities of the world have and continue to suffer exploitation, abuse,
theft, and physical and psychological violence as a direct outcome of the legacy of colonialism,
imperialism, and globalization. The personal nature of this work, deeply rooted in the lived
experience of bicultural human beings, was evidenced by what Smith (2012) has challenged us
by the “need to decolonize our minds, to recover ourselves, to claim a space in which to develop
a sense of authentic humanity” as a result of “[t]he reach of imperialism into ‘our heads’” (p. 24).
A critical element in this process included an understanding of the “knowledge of the oppressor
and the oppressor’s language” (Grande, 2004, p. 87). After all, colonialism was, and continues to
be, “an image of imperialism, a particular realization of the imperial imagination. It was also, in
part, an image of the future nation it would become” (Smith, 2012, p. 25). Consequently, the
central goal of this study sought not only to assist in the reinterpretation of the world, but toward
the collective task of the emancipatory reinvention of social and material relations” (Darder,
2015).
Key Words
Mestizaje: A “morphogenesis” of language, culture, and ethnicity resulting from Spanish
and Indigenous influences in México (Anzaldúa, 1987).
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Nahuatl: Precolonial language of the Mexica/Aztec people in present day México and
Central America.
Curandera/o: Traditional Native healer practicing ancestral rituals making use of herbs,
waters, mud, and prayer to effect physical and spiritual cures.
Epistemology: The study of knowledge, it’s justification(s), and its vast theories.
Epistemicide: A lethal tool that fosters and perpetuates social and material commitments
to imperialism and white supremacy through a coloniality of knowledge—literally, the murder of
knowledge (Santos, 2014).
Coloniality of power: Interrelating practices and legacies of European colonialism in
social orders and forms of knowledge manifesting social and political structures that impose its
domination over constructs such as gender, race, and class (Quijano, 2000). Furthermore,
Maldonado-Torres (2007) expands the scope of influence with his notion of the coloniality of
being, referencing the lived experience of colonization and its impact on language.
Hegemony: Where “spontaneous consent is given by the great masses of the population to
the general direction imposed on social life by the dominant fundamental group” (Gramsci,
1971, p. 12).
Indigenoustude: “Mystification of Indigenous cultures and knowledges” (Paraskeva,
2011, p. 168).
Linguicism: The process of linguicism occurs when linguistic resources of privileged
social groups are valued over those of another social group (Skutnabb-Kangas, 1988). This
phenomenon gives rise to what Anzaldúa (1987) refers to as “linguistic terrorism” (p. 80).
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Sociology of absences: The general silences around particular experiences and the way in
which these silences are actively perpetuated (Santos, 2004).
Americanization: Systematic transition of primary culture, language, and identity to
European colonial/American systems.
Culture of forgetting: The phenomenon where individuals are expected to “reject their
native tongue and uncritically adopt the hegemonic language and cultural system imposed upon
them by the dominant culture” (Darder, 2014a).
Biculturalism: The process by which human beings learn to “function in two distinct
sociocultural environments: their primary culture, and that of the dominant mainstream culture of
the society in which they live” (Darder, 2012, p. 45).
Organization of the Study
The chapters that follow explore in detail the impact of colonizing epistemicides in the
curricular practices of schools and school systems as it relates to Indigenous education in the
United States, as well as the emancipatory potential of decolonizing sensibilities and pedagogies
necessary for the formulation and reformulation of a decolonizing education project.
Chapter 1 offered a brief overview and introduction to the present conditions and policies
that have been shaped by a colonialized political economy of domination and the implications for
the future. Chapter 2 explores the history of American Indian educational policies and practices
and address the tattered relationship and broken trust between Indigenous peoples and governing
authorities within the United States. Chapter 3 explores the politics of settler colonialism and the
pervasiveness of white supremacy and domination, as a tool for imperialism and economic
expansion.
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Chapter 4 examines contemporary curricular and pedagogical processes, especially the
devastating impacts of epistemicides and the hidden curriculum through a decolonizing lens
while providing a foundation for the potential emancipatory possibility of a critical decolonizing
approach for Indigenous education. Chapter 5 articulates a new vision for a decolonizing
curricular framework for Indigenous education, consisting of critical principles that address the
pernicious nature of colonizing epistemicides.
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CHAPTER 2
U.S. POLITICS AND INDIGENOUS PEOPLES
The only alternative left is civilization or annihilation, absorption or extermination.
(Oberly, 1888, p. 262)
Historian and educator Roxanne Dunbar-Ortiz (2014) has asserted simply: “The history
of the United States is a history of settler colonialism—the founding of a state based on the
ideology of white supremacy, the widespread practice of African slavery, and a policy of
genocide and land theft” (p. 2). Characterizing this in any other way was not only disingenuous
but requires the denial of the very existence of Indigenous peoples altogether. The form of settler
colonialism as experienced by Indigenous peoples in the Americas was modern, complex, and
sophisticated from its inception, prioritizing the expansion of European corporations, supported
by government armies, with subsequent expropriation of resources and territory of invaded lands
(Brown, 2007; Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014; Lindsay, 2012; Madley, 2016; Nabokov, 1999; Rabasa,
2000; Stannard, 1993; Thornton, 1991). These goals were sustained with the early formation of
the United States and propagated a prolonged pattern of state-sponsored violence, displacement,
exclusion, and austerity—as overtly demonstrated by John H. Oberly, Commission of Indian
Affairs from 1888-1889, in the quote above.
The fundamental objective of this system of domination was ultimately the termination of
Indigenous peoples; not as individuals, but as an entire people. Consequently, historians and
critical theorists throughout the world persuasively argue the centrality of genocide in the
formation of the contemporary United States as well as future implications (Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014;
Grande, 2004; Lindsay, 2012; Madley, 2016; Stannard, 1993; Thornton, 2008). While it was not
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within the scope of this study to present evidence and argumentation on the nature of genocide, it
was undeniable that the level of physical, psychological, economic, and political violence
endured by the Indigenous peoples in North America merited substantive dialogue and serious
examination with respect to this classification and scrutiny.
The Violent Emergence of U.S. Assimilation Policy
Influential discourses enumerated by Brown (2007), Churchill (2004), Dunbar-Ortiz
(2014), Lindsay (2012), Madley (2016), Stannard (1993), among others, clearly demonstrated the
violence and genocidal nature of settler colonialism, which required the colonized to either cede
land and resources or resist colonial will in any way they can. Dunbar-Ortiz (2014) has
illustrated this phenomenon:
People do not hand over their land, resources, children, and futures without a fight, and
that fight is met with violence. In employing the force necessary to accomplish its
expansionist goals, a colonizing regime institutionalizes violence. The notion that settlerindigenous conflict is an inevitable product of cultural differences and
misunderstandings, or that violence was committed equally by the colonized and the
colonizer, blurs the nature of historical processes. Euro-American colonialism, an aspect
of the capitalist economic globalization, had from its beginnings a genocidal tendency.
(p. 8)
The goal of colonial authority in the United States was termination from the beginning.
Decorated General William T. Sherman (cited in Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014) revealed as much in the
brutality of his writing in 1873: “We must act with vindictive earnestness against the Sioux, even
to their extermination, men, women and children . . . during an assault the soldiers can not [sic]
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pause to distinguish between male and female, or even discriminate as to age” (p. 10). However,
parallel motives were often subtly disguised, as influential frontier theorist Frederick Jackson
Turner (1920) stated, “under the phraseology of ‘interstate migration’ and ‘territorial
organization’” (p. 145). Gómez-Quiñones (2012) elucidated that the proliferation of this frontier
thesis was unironically articulated “as the advance of democracy, development, and
individualism—when in fact what you had was violence, robbery, and plutocracy”. (p. 32)
By the end of the so-called “Indian Wars” in 1890—culminated by one of the worst
massacres conducted by the federal government at Wounded Knee creek, killing 300 Lakota
people—the United States began to slowly shift from a policy of Indian removal to one of
assimilation (Churchill, 2004; Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014; McBeth, 1983). Historical context is helpful
in understanding the attitudes and beliefs held by both settlers and leaders of the U.S.
government toward the Indigenous peoples of North America throughout this time in transition.
For example, editor of the Aberdeen Saturday Pioneer newspaper in South Dakota and author of
The Wonderful Wizard of Oz, L. Frank Baum (1891), revealed telling anti-Indian sentiment in
response to the Wounded Knee massacre, five days after the bloody incident:
The Pioneer has before declared that our only safety depends upon the total extermination
of the Indians. Having wronged them for centuries, we had better, in order to protect our
civilization, follow it up by one more wrong and wipe these untamed and untamable
creatures from the face of the earth. In this lies future safety for our settlers and the
soldiers who are under incompetent commands. Otherwise, we may expect future years to
be as full of trouble with the redskins as those have been in the past. (p. 2)
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Baum’s undeniable tone of indifference in light of such a horrific incident—in which the military
fired upon hundreds of unarmed, recently surrendered Lakota people (most of whom were
women and children) with Hotchkiss machine guns and military rifles—demonstrated open
endorsement and complicity to such genocidal behavior and practice (Brown, 2007).
The end of the 19th century witnessed North America’s Indigenous population reduced to
approximately 5% or less of pre-invasion totals, and the survivors who remained, had lived long
enough to see their ancestral homelands stolen, often violently and systematically (Dobyns,
1983; Thornton, 1979, 2005). All the while, Native Americans resisted persistently and fought
courageously, utilizing a variety of offensive and defensive techniques in the hope of protecting
future generations and ways of life. Though roughly 250,000 Native Americans heroically
resisted and survived targeted extermination in the United States—375,000 including Canada
and Greenland—the massacre at Wounded Knee would represent a haunting symbol,
foreshadowing an era where governments seized complete control over the land and its peoples
(Thornton, 2005).
From Removal to Assimilation
While a range of sentiments regarding the social and political perception of Indian policy
existed at this time, the broad assumption underlying the attitudes of the vast majority of white
settlers emerged from an oppressive idea of civilization, based on the notion “that all societies
could be classified on a scale marking the various stages of man’s evolution from savagism to
civilization. Through historical and environmental circumstance—and some argued, by divine
intent” (Adams, 1995, p. 13.). Characterized by a distinctly positivist view of history, EuroAmerican perspectives tended to assume that since Indigenous epistemology and cosmology
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differed from their own, it must be less civilized. Adams (1995) has argued that this assumption
“served as a legitimizing rationale for the hegemonic relationship that had come to characterize
Indian-white relations” (p. 13). Even progressive advocates revealing a moral responsibility for
the welfare of Native Americans appeared to operate within this positivist view of civilization,
and “[u]nder the proper conditions, that is to say under white tutelage, Indians too might one day
become as civilized as their white brothers” (Adams, 1995, p. 13).
Accordingly, as Adams (1995) has noted:
For some Americans it was simply in the natural order of things, one of those natural
laws applied to the affairs of men. For others it was a question of the nation fulfilling its
divine mission. For most, it was a question of both. (p. 13)
Armed with notions of divine providence and of civilized progress, it was argued that “just as
savagism must give way to civilization, so Indians ways must give way to white ways” (Adams,
1995, p. 13), including an adherence to values of individualism, industry, private property,
Christian doctrine and morality, consumerism, the abandonment of tribal loyalty, and the
acceptance of the idea of the conquest of nature (Adams, 1995). This commitment to positivist
social evolution garnered authoritative verification with the publication of American
anthropologist Lewis Henry Morgan’s (1877), Ancient Society: Or Researches in the Lines of
Human Progress from Savagery Through Barbarism to Civilization. While it is unclear to what
extent Morgan’s book was actually read, it should be noted that the widespread publicity
surrounding the text aided in the fortification of this oppressive framework that heavily
influenced assimilation-oriented political reform (Adams, 1995).
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Assimilation or Death
Federal policy making toward the end of the 19th century was largely focused on
restructuring the disposition of the state toward the potential integration of Native Americans.
Reform efforts led by philanthropic organizations—such as the Indian Rights Association, the
Board of Indian Commissioners, The Boston Indian Citizenship Association, and the Women’s
National Indian Association—seemed to demonstrate a sympathetic moral and ethical
temperament in their intellectual and political formulations regarding Native Americans’
assimilation into American life. In 1883, these reform organizations mobilized to form the
inaugural Lake Mohonk Conference, where reformers debated potential approaches to the socalled “Indian problem” (Adams, 1995, p. 21), with the intention of forming concrete policy
recommendations based on collaborating discourse. Working in unison with policymakers,
reformers referred to themselves as the “Friends of the Indian” (Adams, 1995, p. 11), although
policy positions nearly unequivocally materialized without Native input. For over 30 years, and
well into the early 20th century, the Lake Mohonk Conference proved to be one of the most
influential forces in American Indian policy reform (Adams, 1995).
The broad social and political consensus among Euro-Americans weighing in on Native
American assimilation in the reform period was generally perceived as a choice between
Americanization or Annihilation. Secretary of the Interior from 1877 to 1881, Carl Schurz,
emphasized this when stating that American Indians faced a “stern alternative: extermination or
civilization” (Adams, 1995, p. 15). Likewise, Hiram Price, Commissioner of Indian Affairs from
1881 to 1885, expressed comparable ideological beliefs: “Savage and civilized life cannot live
and prosper on the same ground. One of the two must die” (Adams, 1995, p. 15). Yet, according
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to reformists, "there was still time to accomplish Indians’ absorption into American life” (p. 15).
Subsequently, they developed an approach emerging from three distinct fronts: land, law, and
education.
Land. Indigenous communities suffered devastating consequences with regard to the
economic penetration of European and Euro-American colonial powers. Through the
manufacturing of economic dependency, the imbalance of trade, and the siphoning of power and
territory by manipulating Indigenous nations as spheres of influence, the reservation system
proved to be a most formidable challenge facing policymakers and reformers. Primarily, it was
believed that the notion of communal property “[perpetuating] the Indians’ tribal outlook and
tribal institutions” (Adams, 1995, p. 16) contradicted the American value of self-reliant
individualism. A second problem was that the reservation system was inextricably bound to the
rationing system which was, yet again, anathema to the rugged individualism that reformers
sought to develop in their crusade to civilize. Thirdly, due to the precipitous nature of preceding
Indian removal policy, it became clear that there remained little opportunity or motivation for
Native Americans to build and develop labor-intensive home and farm infrastructure. Expressing
this particular concern, Indian Rights Association founder, Herbert Welsh (cited in Adams,
1995) admitted:
[A]n Indian labors with no assurance whatsoever that he shall enjoy the scanty fruits of
his toil, for no sooner has he abandoned the tent of roving day, and built himself a rude
cabin of logs, and begun to gladden the ground about his dwelling with a little crop of
corn, and wheat, and potatoes, than the greedy eye of some white neighbor spies his
success, and Congress knows no peace until he is driven westward. (p. 17)
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Reformers’ disgust for the reservation system was evident; yet, implicitly understated
were the material realities of reservation life, often the manifestation of the false-choice between
extermination or the exploitative and economically violent treaty agreements. Senator Henry
Dawes articulated this widely-held disdain for the reservation model in his address at the third
annual Lake Mohonk Conference:
Yet the defect of the [reservation] system was apparent. They have gone as far as they
can go, because they own their land in common. It is [socialist writer] Henry George’s
system and under that there is no enterprise to make your home any better than that of
your neighbors. There is no selfishness, which is at the bottom of civilization. Till this
people will consent to give up their lands, and divide among their citizens so that each
can own the land he cultivates they will not make much more progress. (as cited in Lake
Mohonk Conference, 1886, p. 43)
Reformers argued the solution must disrupt tribal connections and institutions, compel
individuals to work the land, and eventually bring an end to the rationing system.
Formalizing a new era of assimilation, Congress passed the General Allotment Act
(1887), providing the federal government the authority to break up collectively-held land for
allotment in severalty. Also known as the Dawes Act—named after its principal author, Senator
Henry L. Dawes—the legislation offered individuals citizenship, yet functionally reduced the
overall Indigenous land base by half, furthering Native American impoverishment and U.S.
control. Reformers viewed the General Allotment Act (1887) as a major victory, yet a clashing of
principles contrasting the common good of Indigenous social structure rather than the
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individuality promoted by invader epistemology aroused even greater suspicion and resistance
(Adams, 1995).
Law. According to reformers, the second element requiring modification was the
extension of the rule and protection of the United States legal system to Native Americans.
While facilitating this for some Indigenous nations under the General Allotment Act (1887), it
was not inclusive to everyone (Adams, 1995). The belief that the legal system offered Native
Americans “civilizing influences” rationalized the hegemony of U.S. courts and laws over
Indigenous institutions. Some of the first efforts to address this concern was the creation of the
reservation Indian police force in 1878, where officers were selected, “from the ranks of
cooperative tribesmen, given a badge of authority, and pledged to carry out the directives of the
reservation” (p. 18).
In 1883, Congress expanded its rule of authority with the establishment of Indian courts
for the sole purpose of prosecuting minor offenses such as theft, polygamy, and participating in
traditional ceremonies and dances deemed heathenish. 1885 saw further expansion of the United
States legal system with extending the jurisdiction of U.S. courts over reservations for major
crimes such as murder, manslaughter, rape, and arson. With ever increasing influence of the
matters of land and law, reformers remained convinced that changes made without an effective
education effort would render the goals of assimilation unsuccessful (Adams, 1995).
Education. Objectively the most challenging task facing assimilation efforts, education
was perceived by reformers as the ultimate solution, both practically and economically. As the
common school reached “almost mythological status” (Adams, 1995, p. 18) with its professed
influence “as a seedbed of republican virtues and democratic freedoms, a promulgator of
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individual opportunity and national prosperity, and an instrument for social progress and
harmony” (p. 18), many felt schooling held the possibility for providing an ideal assimilation
method. In a statement made by the Board of Indian Commissioners, one of many influential
reform organizations advising Congress, there appeared to be great deal of confidence in such an
approach: “If the common school is the glory and boast of our American civilization, why not
extend its blessings to the 50,000 benighted children of the red men of our country, that they may
share its benefits and speedily emerge from the ignorance of centuries” (as cited in Adams, 1995,
p. 18). Likewise, policymakers, such as Commissioner of Indian Affairs, Francis E. Leupp (as
cited in Adams, 1995) expressed an optimistic outlook with the notion of educating Indigenous
children, stating “our main hope lies with the youthful generations who are still measurably
plastic” (p. 19).
A variety of rationalizations influenced the largescale implementation of assimilation
policy through education. One of the most common arguments was the notion that older
generations were incapable of being civilized, leaving the fate of Native youth in the hands of
policymakers. Another argument reasoned that education would hasten the “process of cultural
evolution” (Adams, 1995, p. 19). The self-styled Friends of the Indian seemingly found it noble
to offer Indigenous youth the opportunity to ascend “from savagism to civilization, skipping all
the intervening stages of social evolution in between” (p. 19). U.S. Education Commissioner,
William T. Harris clarified this at the 13th annual Lake Mohonk Conference address in 1895:
“Education has become a great potency in our hands, and we believe that we can now vicariously
save them very much that the white race has had to go through” (Lake Mohonk Conference,
1896, p. 37).
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For economic reasons, education-oriented assimilation policy afforded the possibility for
government relief from clothing and feeding the now dependent communities the state vowed to
protect and provide for. Teaching economic self-sufficiency, a treasured element in the American
education canon, was also a convenient cover for phasing out the rationing system. Darker still, it
was found to be more expensive to kill the uncivilized than it was to educate them. According to
the death calculus of Secretary of the Interior, Carl Schurz, it was estimated that the cost to kill
one Indian in warfare was nearly one million dollars, while only $1,200 to provide an Indian
child eight years of schooling. In order for this assimilation policy to be successful, the
consensus was that the other two reform planks of land and law both depended on education.
With the General Allotment Act (1887) ushering in this new era, time was running out.
Reformers believed they held a dignified responsibility to the Native American people and that
the nature of this intervention had, in the words of Schurz, “become an absolute necessity, if we
mean to save them” (cited in Adams, 1995, p. 16). With a similar disposition, Commissioner of
Indian Affairs from 1897 to 1905, William A. Jones (cited in Adams, 1995) asserted, “To
educate the Indian in the ways of civilized life, . . . is to preserve him from extinction, not as an
Indian, but as a human being” (p. 21).
Though many contemporary analyses thoroughly evaluate periods of overt physical
violence—such as massacres, targeted killings, torture, kidnapping, sexual abuse, systematic
military occupation, and the confinement of Indigenous people to internment and reservation
territories—comparatively less attention is focused on the methods and consequences of
linguistic and cultural genocidal practices of education and assimilation policy (Darder, 2014a;
Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014; Churchill, 2004). As early as the 1500s, Indigenous peoples in the Americas
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were subject to an extensive and wide array of evangelizing techniques, by way of Christian
missionaries from France, Spain and England (Andrews, 2009; Higham, 2016). Struggling to
maintain fundamental values and collectivity, Native nations and communities from the
beginning resisted these expressions of modern colonialism. As such, today’s Native American
communities are “societies formed by their resistance to this sophisticated form of colonialism,
through which they have carried their practices and histories” (Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014, p. 7). In light
of the historical realities of these practices, the survival of Indigenous peoples in North America
is not only utterly astounding, but contains massive implications regarding the future of
Indigenous peoples everywhere, as well as societies existing in nations complicit with colonial
governmental frameworks.
The Consequences and Influences of Spiritual Conquest
A wide variety of education models directed toward Native Americans existed prior to
the wide-scale implementation envisioned by the Lake Mohonk reformers. Christian
missionaries of settler colonies throughout the continent had already established an extensive
assortment of models by which to educate, subjugate, and control Native populations. Though
differing slightly by region and influence, the underlying educational paradigm was grounded in
proselytism. Philanthropic reformers felt no differently, drawing their moral energy from the
drive to create a Protestant America. According to Adams (1995): “It was not simply that
philanthropists wished to snatch the Indians’ souls from a hellish fate; their commitment to
Christianization was also rooted in the assumption that civilization, as the highest stage of a
man’s social evolution, was only possible when erected upon a firm foundation of Christian
morality” (p. 23).
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To reformers, it was not coincidental that American civilization was also a Christian
society. Education Commissioner Harris revealed this guiding philosophy in an address at the
Lake Mohonk Conference in 1895: “[Christianity] is not merely a religion, but an ideal of life
penetrating the whole social structure. There is an ideal of civil society. . . . No other religion
could possibly have the Christian ideal of civil society” (Lake Mohonk Conference, 1896, p. 37;
as cited in Adams, 1995, p. 23). As a consequence, such ideological underpinnings have
undeniably remained deeply embedded in the political, economic, and social institutions of the
contemporary United States, along with the historical narratives.
The California Missions
In 1988, Pope John Paul II sparked outrage with the beatification of Spanish missionary
and priest Junípero Serra, the last stage before Catholic sainthood. In response, Native
Americans in California were disturbed and insulted, prompting organizing and protests
following the decision (Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014). Though unsuccessful, protestors attempted to
prevent the sanctification of an individual they claimed to have facilitated massive volumes of
destruction to Indigenous cultures, bringing attention to the enslavement of the Indigenous
peoples of California under the guise of Christianization and the development of the mission
system. Drawing further protest in 2015, Pope Francis elected to proceed with the final step of
canonization, elevating Serra to sainthood (Houska, 2015). Alongside other dissenters, the
National Congress of American Indians condemned the decision, stating, “This canonization is
strongly opposed by California tribes because it validates the monstrous history of the Catholic
church during that time”, and denouncing Serra as “a man who played a pivotal role in the
enslavement, torture, and other violent tactics perpetrated against Native peoples through the
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mission system in California” (Jenkins, 2015, para. 4). Silenced and marginalized yet again,
hundreds of Native Americans in California observed a day of mourning on the day of Serra’s
controversial canonization.
Junípero Serra’s legacy is inextricably tied to the California mission system, which
significantly influenced assimilation-oriented colonizing efforts throughout the American
continent. In 1769, the Spanish empire sent Franciscan missionaries and supporting armies, north
from México to colonize and convert California (Madley, 2016). By 1833, 21 missions, four
military presidios, and three civilian pueblos stretching from San Diego to Sonoma had been
established as integral components to the colonial apparatus (See Figure 1). Serra, along with
fellow Franciscan missionaries, led the material and spiritual conquest of California by working
to subjugate and convert Indigenous populations, whom they considered pagans and gente sin
razón—people without reason.
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Figure 1. California missions, forts, and towns, 1769-1823. Reprinted from An American Genocide: The United
States and the California Indian Catastrophe, 1846-1873, by B. Madley, 2016, New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press. Copyright 2016 by Yale University Press. Reprinted with permission.

Armed with the divine mission of “saving Indian souls from the horrors of eternal
damnation” (Madley, 2016, p. 26), the Spanish missionaries fervently “aimed to fashion
allegedly childlike Indians into Catholic workers by replacing Indigenous religions, cultures, and
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traditions with Hispanic ones” (p. 26). This zealotry would serve to further rationalize what
numerous contemporary scholars now identify as genocidal practice, including Rupert and
Jeanette Costo (1987), Roxanne Dunbar-Ortiz (2014), and Benjamin Madley (2016) to name a
few. Philosophically, missionaries preferred dead Christians to live pagans (Archibald, 1978;
Madley, 2016). In baptism, and often deprived of its significance to Franciscan and Spanish
authorities, California Indians would inevitably discover that this placed them “under the
Franciscans’ physical command, relinquishing the right to control their own lives or leave the
missions without permission” (Madley, 2016, p. 27). In 1773, Serra secured a decree from the
Viceroy of New Spain declaring baptized Natives as legal wards of the Franciscans, effectively
making them second-class subjects, and establishing precedents that Mexican and U.S.
authorities would later expand (Madley, 2016).
Ironically, having recently regained control of Spain after nearly 800 years of Muslim
occupation, the mission system emulated similar approaches of invasion and conquest (Higham,
2016; Oto-Peralías & Romer-Ávila, 2016). In their liberation, many Spaniards believed that, “in
exchange for protecting Catholicism and Christianity from the Muslims, God had granted Spain
thousands of infidels to convert or tame through enslavement” (Higham, 2016, p. 2). This notion
of divine providence—articulated in the Requerimiento document drafted by the Spanish
monarchy in the Council of Castile in 1513—offered Indigenous populations a false-choice
between salvation and slavery (Higham, 2016). The pronouncement, read allowed by Spanish
conquerors as an ultimatum demanding obedience under threat of subjugation, violently warned:
I certify to you that, with the help of God, we shall powerfully enter into your country,
and shall make war against you in all ways and manners that we can, and shall subject
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you to the yoke and obedience of the Church and of their Highnesses; we shall take you
and your wives and your children, and shall make slaves of them, and as such shall sell
and dispose of them as their Highnesses may command; and we shall take away your
goods, and shall do you all the mischief and damage that we can, as to vassals who do not
obey, and refuse to receive their lord, and resist and contradict him; and we protest that
the deaths and losses which shall accrue from this are your fault, and not that of their
Highnesses, or ours, nor of these cavaliers who come with us. (National Humanities
Center, 2011, p. 2)
The Requerimiento declaration thus became an instrument of conquest, rationalizing any and all
subsequent terror inflicted by military and colonial ambition. Madley (2016) has pointed out that
California Indians responded by establishing, “a tradition of resistance to colonialism and helped
to pave the way for their own emancipation” (p. 35) evinced by routine escapes, uprisings, and
raids.
While being greatly romanticized as a bastion of civilization and spiritual redemption to
this day, the violent and coercive methods of Spanish missionaries are routinely understated or
even ignored. California Indians were often kidnapped, tortured, incarcerated, sexually abused,
starved, and forced to work against their will in the name of Christianity and colonial empire.
Expected to abandon their traditions and “heathenish” practices, California Native peoples
predictably resisted, often violently in retaliation or by attempting escape. Officially sanctioned
corporal punishment often befell resisting Natives, where Franciscans would have them
whipped, shackled, or placed in stocks for public humiliation (Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014; Madley,
2016). Writing to California Governor Felipe de Neve in 1780, Serra rationalized and endorsed
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this institutional violence by stating: “That spiritual fathers should punish their sons, the Indians,
with blows appears to be as old as the conquest of these kingdoms [the Americas]; so general, in
fact, that the saints do not seem to be any exception to the rule” (Madley, 2016, p. 29). Vestiges
of Serra’s commitment to systematic beatings can be seen in each mission across California still
today, with the unmistakable presence of a whipping post located in the plaza of each mission.
Having won independence from Spain in 1821, México immediately allowed for the
citizenship of Indigenous populations, although missions were reluctant to comply for fear of the
loss of laborers (Madley, 2016). Despite high mortality rates, Mexican authorities maintained
and, in some cases, expanded the mission system, facilitating the loss of life for tens of
thousands of California Indians. By 1833, Franciscans had meticulously accounted for the
baptism of 81,586 California Indians, yet buried 62,600 of them (Madley, 2016). Surviving
Indians that experienced emancipation, found themselves bound into new forms of unfree labor
practices. Madley (2016) highlights the implications of such a disturbing context:
The period between the secularization of the missions in the 1830s and 1846 was
harrowing and catastrophic for many California Indian peoples. In combination with the
mass death of the mission period, devastating epidemics and violence dramatically
diminished many of their social structures, wreaked havoc on multiple Indigenous
economies, and critically weakened many California Indian peoples’ ability to resist the
invasion and violence that began in 1846. (p. 40)
When the United States ultimately gained control of California in 1848 through the Treaty of
Guadalupe-Hidalgo, not only would the dehumanization, exploitation, and violence toward
Indigenous populations persist, these would be intensified (Madley, 2016).
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Protestant Colonial Missions
Christian missionaries from England experienced similar outcomes in their efforts to
conquer and convert throughout the American continent. Beginning in 1651, the Puritans in New
England and Virginia represented some of the initial efforts to establish both religious and
commercial colonies on the American continent (Higham, 2016; Oberg, 2017). In New England,
Christian conversion of Indigenous peoples served somewhat of a different purpose than the
Spanish Catholics in the continental West. Where New Spain perceived Christianization as a
central ideological and political tool of the colonial empire, settlements in New England were
driven by a more straightforward economic desire (Nash, 1978). Without initial support from a
military apparatus, New England colonies sought to extend the Puritans’ religious role as a result
of perceiving Native populations as a threat to development, rather than true potential converts.
Emerging as a hub of colonial expansion and industry, missionary work in Virginia manifested
from corporate guilt, commercial progress, and political expediency (Brenner, 1980; Higham,
2016; Nash, 1978; Oberg, 2017).
Beginning in 1651, the establishment of praying towns—operating as centers for
proselytization and acculturation, initially founded by Puritan, John Eliot—provoked missionary
attitudes in New England and Virginia hoping for Natives to either assimilate or otherwise
simply vacate and get out of the way of English settlement (Oberg, 2017). Nonetheless, these
missions emphasized learning the English language as well as imposed Eurocentric principles of
settlement, farming, and self-sufficiency, saturated with a proselytizing ethos (Higham, 2016;
Oberg, 2017). Historian Michael L. Oberg (2017) has noted, “To settle in a ‘Praying Town’,
then, native peoples accepted a system of biblical control where English authorities proscribed
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and punished those practices that they deemed offensive and irreligious” (p. 52). As the density
of settlers pouring in from Europe prompted expansion of these regions, so did the praying
villages that colonists had hoped would lead to less conflict and serve as a nucleus of civilizing
potential (Higham, 2016; Oberg, 2017). A morbid consequence of the praying towns was an
unquestionable acceleration of the reduction of Indigenous populations, as these venues became
convenient targets for violence by White settlers (Higham, 2016).
While contemporary historical analyses often portray Native Americans as passive
subjects, victim to the overt abuses and manipulations of early settler-colonial America, critical
scholarship rather argues that Indigenous peoples of North America implemented a sophisticated
and stealthy method of resistance and survival in learning the cultural and systemic forms of
governance and commerce (Brenner, 1980; Oberg, 2017). Opposing representations of Native
Americans throughout this time period, such as representations of vulnerability, weakness, and
susceptibility to control, Brenner (1980), among other scholars, has argued:
Praying Indians were employing various strategies to administer their own lives and were
not totally subjugated to colonial authority. This despite the fact that the documents imply
the Praying Indians were obedient and God-fearing, and were emulating European values
and customs. (p. 137)
Furthermore, it stands to reason that the self-determination demonstrated by the Praying
Indians in these missions, is materially tied to the emerging reality that “their own resources
were decaying due to dislocation, land encroachment, warfare, disease, and related factors” (p.
139), an ominous harbinger of what would inevitably materialize in the 19th century as
education-oriented assimilation policy. Irrespective of the varying nature of receiving
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dispositions of Native Americans toward praying villages, what remains unquestioned is that
education and Christianity played central roles in the formation of the social and political
relationship between Euro-Americans and Indigenous peoples, establishing fundamental
precedents for future integrationist endeavors.
French Catholic Missionaries
Implementing a divergent strategy than that of both New England and New Spain, French
Catholic missionaries operated on the edge of the French colonial empire with explicit
instruction from the state, “to neither disrupt trade nor annoy the Indians” (Higham, 2016, p. 4).
While these Jesuit missionaries were permitted, they received no funding, tools, or military
intervention, revealing a distinctly individualized approach, relying heavily on support from
specific Indigenous communities directly. Instead of establishing extensive mission compounds
with farms and military installations, missionaries re-created the French parish system,
essentially necessitating that priests “live like the Indians while convincing them of the efficacy
of Christianity” (Higham, 2016, p. 4). This was in stark contrast to nearly all Protestant efforts in
the English colonies who engaged an absolute commitment to the deculturation and enculturation
of Indigenous populations (Coleman, 2008).
The cultural tolerance and adaptive immersion into the culture of Indigenous
communities may account for the Jesuit missionaries’ capability to reformulate a brand of
Catholicism that reflected a broader appeal to the community. For instance, the use of syncretism
to play up similarities between Indigenous spiritual traditions and Christianity appears to have
been a frequently utilized strategy of proselytism. Higham (2016) has noted that missionaries
would make concerted efforts to emphasize “the importance of the Virgin Mary to entice
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matrilineal societies [while] striving to insert themselves into the role of shaman in the villages”
(p. 4).
Although French missionaries ultimately failed to become a stabilizing force within the
colonial frontier of today’s Canada and parts of the United States, they were, however, able to
promote cultural understanding as they learned Native languages and taught them French in
return (Higham, 2016). As a consequence of working with one group at a time, fewer cross-tribal
alliances and contact tended to occur. In fact, inter-tribal tensions often flared as missionaries
frequently provided access to the French trading system, a highly desirable by-product. With
conversion as the main focus for French Catholic missionaries, the guiding temperament
remained that with the acceptance of Catholicism, Indigenous hostility would decline and reveal
an ambition to civilize.
By the mid-19th century, both Protestant and Catholic missionaries increasingly began to
realize that their efforts were producing few converts; an observation met with both fiscal and
psychological frustration. Higham (2016) noted: “Without converts to tithe and add to the coffers
of the churches, the missions, both Protestant and Catholic, became expensive” (p. 10). An
emerging solution materialized in the form of government partnerships catalyzed by
“philanthropic” lobbying organizations, whom would inevitably unite in a national coalition to
address a universal approach to the ultimate Indian question of assimilation. In this sense,
religious conversion would continue to be invoked as an instrument of conquest (Adams, 1995;
Churchill, 2004; Coleman, 2008; Madley, 2016; Oberg, 2017).

63

Kill the Indian, Save the Man
Perhaps the most instrumental pioneer on the American Indian educational frontline in
the late 19th century was Army Captain Richard Henry Pratt. Long considered the architect of
the United States’ education-based assimilation strategy, Pratt’s singular conviction that the
“survival of the Indian” was solely dependent on the rapid assimilation into White America
greatly informed his decision-making as warden of Fort Marion prison and ultimately as the
founder of the Carlisle Indian Industrial School, generating the blueprint for a nationwide
assimilation policy (Adams, 1995). Adamant that schooling was the solution to assimilation,
Pratt was fiercely guided by his philosophy, “kill the Indian in him and save the man” (p. 52).
This racializing vision was evident early on in the operation of Pratt’s experimental
project in 1875 with the Fort Marion prison. Given orders to simply incarcerate a group of 72
young Native warriors, then free of any direct supervision, he elected to carry out an ambitious
experiment turning his prison into a military school to teach them “civilization”. Pratt’s efforts
were calculated and comprehensive, including the abandonment of as much of the prisoners’
culture as possible. The first step was to cut their long hair and to exchange traditional clothing
with military uniforms. Prisoners were drilled like soldiers and indoctrinated with Christianity
and “the white man’s way of living” (Adams, 1995, p. 41). Conformity to these values was
considered civilized progress, resulting in Pratt’s goals to be deemed successful by a wide array
of visitors. In fact, the word quickly spread to philanthropic circles. Among them, abolitionist
Harriet Beecher Stowe, who incredulously observed:
We found no savages . . . there were among these pupils seated, docile and eager, with
books in hand, men who had seen the foremost in battle and bloodshed. Now there was
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plainly to be seen among them the eager joy which comes from the use of a new set of
faculties. (cited in Adams, 1995, p. 43)
To document such an achievement, Pratt devised a public relations scheme that would continue
to be seen in future establishments, utilizing photographs to illustrate the evolving condition of
students both before and after their institutional transformation (See Figure 2).

Figure 2. The induction of three Sioux boys at Carlisle Indian Industrial School. Reprinted from Souvenir of the
Carlisle Indian School by J. N. Choate, 1902, Carlisle, PA: Carlisle Indian School Digital Resource Center. In the
public domain.

In the wake of his recent accomplishments with Fort Marion, Pratt received federal
authorization to recruit students for a new school for Native youth; this time, with 60 boys and
24 girls from the Rosebud and Pine Ridge Sioux agencies (Adams, 1995). On November 1,
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1879, Carlisle Indian School opened its doors to what would inevitably become the prototype for
the off-reservation boarding school. Somewhat distinct from the already existing reservation day
school and reservation boarding school, Pratt was convinced that the elements of tribal cohesion
and identity were inextricably tied to contact with home and community life and should,
therefore, be excised from a young Native’s life. Relying on forceful methods of physical and
psychological indoctrination, students would be deliberately subjected to cultural, ideological,
and spiritual conversion methods, forced labor, subhuman living conditions, and physical abuse
toward the goals of assimilation.
Eager to replicate the results in their enthusiasm for the Carlisle model, policymakers and
philanthropic reform organizations sought to expand on Pratt’s design to remove children from
their communities so that the assimilationist promise of white civilizing education could be
realized (Adams, 1995). By the turn of the 20th century, 307 facilities dedicated to educating
over 20,000 Native American children were in operation—including the day school and
reservation boarding school (see Table 1). Over 80% of students, nearly 18,000 in number, were
attending either an off-reservation or reservation boarding school. Twenty-four of these schools
would be modeled after Pratt’s off-reservation concept, responsible for over a third of all
boarding school students (see Table 2). In just over two decades, the brutal methods of forced
removal and assimilation gained a staggering momentum, provoking irreparable harm with
regard to the impact on numerous generations of Indigenous communities in North America
(Adams, 1995).
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Table 1
American Indian Schools and Average Attendance, 1877-1900
Boarding Schools
Day Schools
Total
Number
Attendance
Number
Attendance
Number
Attendance
1877
48
102
150
3,598
1880
60
109
169
4,651
1885
114
6,201
86
1,942
200
8,143
1890
140
9,865
106
2,367
246
12,232
1895
157
15,061
125
3,127
282
18,188
1900
153
17,708
154
3,860
307
21,568
Note: Adapted from Annual Report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, 1909, Office of Indian Affairs, p. 89.
In the public domain.

Table 2
Location and Opening Date for Off-Reservation Boarding Schools
Location of School
Date of Opening
Carlisle, Pennsylvania
1879
Chemawa, Oregon (Salem)
1880
Chilocco, Oklahoma
1884
Genoa, Nebraska
1884
Albuquerque, New Mexico
1884
Lawrence, Kansas
1884
Grand Junction, Colorado
1886
Santa Fe, New Mexico
1890
Fort Mojave, Arizona
1890
Carson, Nevada
1890
Pierre, South Dakota
1891
Phoenix, Arizona
1891
Fort Lewis, Colorado
1892
Fort Shaw, Montana
1892
Flandreau, South Dakota
1893
Pipestone, Minnesota
1893
Mount Pleasant, Michigan
1893
Tomah, Wisconsin
1893
Wittenberg, Wisconsin
1895
Greenville, California
1895
Morris, Minnesota
1897
Chamberlain, South Dakota
1898
Fort Bidwell, California
1898
Rapid City, South Dakota
1898
Riverside, California
1902
Note. The Riverside school was a replacement for a boarding school at Perris, California, which was opened in
1893. Adapted from Annual Report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, 1905, Office of Indian Affairs, p. 41.
In the public domain.

67

The End of the 20th Century
Between the 1920s and the 1960s, an engaged and empowered Indian leadership
emerged, accompanied by a shifting national milieu, as well as two significant congressionallycommissioned studies with the Meriam Report (Meriam et al., 1928) and the Kennedy Report
(U.S. Senate, 1969). Such critical documents accommodated the eventual transition of federal
legislation from assimilation and termination toward self-determination (Reyhner & Eder, 2017).
Momentum would persist toward the end of the century, despite setbacks encountered during the
Ronald Reagan presidency and again in the nineties at the hands of a Republican controlled
Congress, during President Bill Clinton’s first term (Szasz, 1999).
Achievements in Indian education policy prompted by the Kennedy Report (U.S. Senate,
1969), Indian Education Act (1972), and Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance
Act (1975) met stubborn opposition between 1982 and 1990 under the Reagan administration
(Szasz, 1999). This period was characterized by nearly a decade of decreased funding and
neglect due to a leadership vacuum in several positions—including Director of the Office of
Indian Education Programs in the BIA and Director of the Office of Indian Education in ED—
crippling many programs deficient in leadership and advocacy. Under the shadow of
“Reaganomics” (p. 212) the national debt ballooned, becoming the largest in the nation’s history.
The consequences of this supply-side economic approach, materialized by extensive cuts to
income and capital gains taxes and an increase in the Defense Department’s budget, curtailed an
already meager funding for Indian educational programs.
Reagan’s economic treatment effectuated a return to the “1920s brand of federal
spending” (Szasz, 1999, p. 213); the kind of spending that prompted the Great Depression and
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was characteristic of “slow starvation diets for Indian children” (p. 213) in the boarding school
era. Without the consultation of any Indigenous nations affected, Reagan unilaterally moved to
decide the fate of remaining federal boarding schools resulting in the closures of all but a few,
despite “strong protests from tribes who had Indianized these institutions” (p. 216). In both
policy and rhetoric, Reagan made it quite clear that he “never understood the legal position of
American Indians/Alaska Natives, nor did he accept the responsibility of the federal government
to defend that position” (p. 213).
American Indian federal policy under Reagan’s negligence was improved slightly during
the Presidency of George H. W. Bush (Szasz, 1999). Permanent leadership for Indian education
in the ED and the BIA was restored, and budgetary restrictions made by the Reagan
administration were relaxed slightly. Yet, undeniably the most important contribution yet to
Indian education emerged in 1991 when Secretary of Education Lauro F. Cavasos commissioned
a task force to evaluate American Indian/ Alaska Native education, producing a shocking
assessment of Indigenous education titled, Indian Nations at Risk (Demmert et al., 1991). The
report called for a federal acknowledgement of the legal and moral trust responsibility for the
education of American Indians, while outlining specific recommendations for the U.S.
government to fulfill this responsibility. Structurally, the report recommended the establishment
of an “Assistant Secretary for Indian Education in the U.S. Department of Education to provide
national direction and coordination for all Department of Education programs serving Native
students” (p. 28).
Within months of the release of the final report, the first White House Conference on
Indian Education (WHCIE) was held, though largely inspired by recommendations made in 1969
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by the Kennedy Report (Szasz, 1999; U.S. Senate, 1969; White House Conference on Indian
Education [WHCIE], 1992). Seen as an attempt to democratize the proceedings, the execution of
the WHCIE was extensive and monumental, including 234 Native delegates, members of the
Conference Task Force, state steering committees, and a 24-member advisory committee. The
purpose of the WHCIE (1992) was first, to “explore the feasibility of establishing an
Independent Board of Indian Education that would assume responsibility of all existing Federal
programs relation to the education of Indians” (p. 14), and secondly, to “develop
recommendations for the improvement of educational programs to make the programs more
relevant to the needs of Indians” (p. 16). The conference underscored the belief that local control
of education was in the best interest of American Indian nations and shared many of the same
recommendations as the Indian Nations at Risk (Demmert et al., 1991) report. The impact of
these two seminal documents, while indicating a general improvement over the preceding few
decades, continued to articulate many of the same goals as previous assessments, leaving their
mark yet again in an effort to compel the U.S. government to honor its treaty obligations and
trust responsibilities.
A trend of the formative Indian education investigations and policy statements that ought
not be neglected, is the degree to which the Indigenous voice would be heard in political
institutions throughout the 20th century. In contrast to the Meriam Report (Meriam et al., 1928)
by which a single Indian voice, Henry Roe Cloud, would serve as an advisor, the Indian Nations
at Risk (Demmert et al., 1991) investigation would observe ten Indian members and only two
Euro-American members (Szasz, 1999). Further, the WHCIE witnessed hundreds of Indian
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delegates representing communities across the country, advocating that their voice and desires be
included in the watershed policy statement.
This would be seen, yet again, with the Comprehensive Federal Indian Education Policy
Statement (CFIEPS), principally authored by the National Indian Education Association and
National Congress of American Indians (1997)—along with additional collaborative leadership
provided by the National Advisory Council on Indian Education, the Native American Rights
Fund, and Native American communities across the country. CFIEPS asserted that “Indian
education rights are inherent in tribal sovereignty and are part of the government-to-government
relationship and the trust relationship” (National Indian Education Association [NIEA] &
National Congress of American Indians [NCAI], p. 1). The policy statement reflected a “virtual
consensus among [Indigenous] leaders” (Grande, 2004, p. 17), rearticulating once more “the
scope of federal responsibility as defined in existing laws, treaties, and policies” (p. 17) and
facing a congressional reality that repeatedly failed to deliver on its promises. Highly respected
educator Karen Swisher of the Standing Rock Sioux effectively summarized Native
understanding of this trust responsibility:
In exchange for nearly 1 billion acres of land, certain services, protection against
invasion, and self-government were to be provided in perpetuity. . . . More than 400
treaties solemnized the transactions—land in exchange for promises—between
sovereigns . . . thus creating a special relationship. Between Indian people and the federal
government. (Deyhle & Swisher, 1997, p. 114)
Of primary significance to the CFIEPS was its objective to provoke an executive order
from the President addressing a unified and systematic framework reflecting the relationship
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between education reform and the ongoing struggle to “preserve tribal homelands, governments,
languages, cultures, economies, and social structures” (NIEA & NCAI, 1997, p. 1). The CFIEPS
stipulated that “this ‘government-to-government’ relationship should be heeded as an inherent
aspect of tribal sovereignty and not as a delegated privilege” (p. 1). Less than two years after the
publication of the CFIEPS, an executive order entitled, American Indian and Native Alaskan
Education was issued by President Clinton (1998) in an historic moment for Native Country.
Though broadly celebrated, as demonstrated by National Indian Education Association
(NIEA) president Yvonne Novack, as “an affirmation of the unique educational needs of
American Indian students [that] emphasizes the unique political relationships between the federal
government and the tribes” (Schnaiberg, 1998), Sandy Grande (2004) has noted, however, that
much of the original, more strident language, “was lost in translation from political statement to
federal policy” (p. 18). Nonetheless, the executive order historically symbolized the insistence of
contemporary American Indian leaders on self-determination as well as the government’s
recognition of such right. On the potential impact of the CFIEPS, Lorraine Edmo, executive
director of the NIEA asserted: “The practical effect would be to incorporate Native curriculum in
the schools, especially public schools, and to ensure that the schools show more respect for
native culture” (as cited in Szasz, 1999, p. 233).
Relevant discourses on the foundations of U.S. politics and its exploitative impact on
American Indian nations—particularly with reference to economic and educational institutions—
offer an additional lens of analysis to be discussed in Chapter 3, where the legacy of colonialism
and attitudes undergirding dominant forms of exclusion are made evident in the historical and
contemporary traditions and manifestations of American empire and coloniality.
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CHAPTER 3
COLONIALITY AND EDUCATION FOR EXTINCTION
Particularly with respect to a colonized people, the conqueror’s law and legal doctrine
permit him to peacefully and in good conscience pursue the same goals that he formerly
accomplished by the sword with imperialistic fury. (Williams, 1986, p. 225)
The mis-education and exploitation of America’s Indigenous peoples demonstrate a
ruthless pattern of domination, subjugation, and coercion to a political economy rooted in settler
colonialism and imperialism. In Red Pedagogy, critical educational theorist Sandy Grande
(2004) characterized the brutal essence of this relationship, as fundamentally institutionalized by
political and economic violence:
While the Indian Removal, Dawes [General Allotment], and Termination Acts can all be
viewed as legislated attempts to destroy Indian culture, in the end they all provided
greater access to Indian lands and resources and, as such, proffered the federal
government a windfall of capital gains. Similarly, while manual labor and boarding
schools attempted to extinguish Indian-ness by imposing culturally imperialistic
curriculums, they also profited from child labor as well as helped to establish a
permanent Indian proletariat. (p. 27)
The denial and dispossession of Native Americans as the result of a sophisticated imposition of
cultural, political, and economic power and domination ought not to be regarded then as an
inevitable by-product of a so-called expanding democratic project; this would be a feeble attempt
to preserve the untruths of a national origin narrative of virtue, righteousness, and unity.
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Further efforts to rationalize systematic cultural and political violence of American
Indians—such as the deceptive notion of attributing exclusionary politics to a fractured social
disposition characteristic of a particular cultural zeitgeist once fixated on conquest and
appropriation, distinct and unencumbered from classical liberal notions of freedom, liberty, and
justice—directly undermine the professed values of the presumed democratic formation of the
United States. From the beginning and throughout the development of the United States, the
political status of American Indians has been consistently and opportunistically defined and
readjusted to fit the desires of a resource hungry nation-state, representing an inherent threat to
its alleged foundational democratic origins.
Similarly, Grande (2004) critically questioned: “Is it possible for democracy to grow
from the seeds of tyranny?” (p. 31). Though somewhat obscured by the perils of a culture of
forgetting (Darder, 2014a), historical memory reveals a “deliberate path of American
imperialism” and not only “maps the legacy of oppression but also stands as a testimony of fear”
(p. 31). As such, the survival, resistance, and existence of Indigenous peoples exposes a great
deception and hypocrisy of U.S. democracy, “That we are a nation of laws and not random
power; that we are guided by reason and not faith; that we are governed by representation and
not executive order; and finally, that we stand as a self-determined and not a kingdom of blood
or aristocracy” (p. 32).
Narratives of Conquest
What has been consistently observed and well-documented by historians, scholars, and
thought leaders from a wide variety of traditions, is the systematic denial and manipulation of
truth in order to construct the all too familiar U.S. origin narratives of discovery, destiny, liberty,
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and democracy (Darder, 2017; Deloria & Lytle, 1984; Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014; Grande, 2004;
Macedo, 1994; Paraskeva, 2011; Santos, 2014; Smith, 2012; Zinn, 2003). Donaldo Macedo
(1994) has referred to these dominant American platitudes as a “pedagogy of big lies” (p. 9), one
where a disempowered and domesticated society with limited opportunities for political and
economic agency are epidemic.
Frantz Fanon (2004) described this phenomenon in 1961 in his landmark work, Wretched
of the Earth, illustrating a “perverted logic”, wherein the endorsed national culture “turns its
attention to the past of the oppressed people, and distorts, disfigures, and destroys it” (p. 149).
Coupled with the seduction of materialistic individualism, a disengaged and politically
anesthetized populace only furthers the agenda of corporate capitalists, deepening the divide
between the ruling elite and everyone else. It is precisely for this reason that Darder (2017) has
challenged that “the historical and contemporary impact of a colonializing dependency must be
at the heart of a decolonizing epistemology that seeks to delink our understanding of culturally
subordinated populations from Western epistemicides” (p. 7).
Origin Narratives
Implicit in Macedo’s (1994) “pedagogy of big lies” (p. 9) was the absence of criticality in
the consensual national origin story, programmed in the American social and cultural
consciousness. It is essential to recognize, as Dunbar-Ortiz (2014) has noted, “modern nationstates claim a kind of rationalized origin story which they fashion patriotism or loyalty to the
state” (p. 47). Not only do these origin narratives “form the vital core of a people’s unifying
identity and of the values that guide them” (p. 3), the repercussions of uncritical presumptions
stemming from such narratives—specifically pertaining to the foundations of the United States—
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are not only misleading but dangerous, as they often develop into the rationalization and
obfuscation of systemic economic, racial, and gender inequalities, in both the historical and
present moment. Unsurprisingly, the stubborn persistence of the national anesthetization of
critical political thought and agency among the American citizenry has been consistently
observed in a widespread and oppressively inoculating manner. Understood within these
hegemonic presumptions is the deliberate depoliticization and disengagement of Indigenous and
decolonizing discourses—such as sovereignty, self-determination, anti-imperialism, and anticapitalism—regarding the examination of Native American culture and historical narratives
frequently seen in classrooms and cultural spaces across the country.
Foundationally, these toxic presumptions find their roots in the dominant origin narrative
of the “mythological unconscious belief of manifest destiny” (Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014, p. 6)
emergent from the “Columbus myth and the ‘Doctrine of Discovery’” (p. 3). Between the mid15th and mid-20th centuries, most of the non-European world was colonized under the Doctrine
of Discovery, originating from the issuance of papal bull Romanus Pontifex in 1455, permitting
the Portuguese monarchy to seize West Africa. Following the infamous expedition campaign of
Christopher Columbus in 1492, another papal bull, Inter Caetera, extended comparable authority
to the Spanish monarchy, legitimizing newly “discovered” lands. The Treaty of Tordesillas in
1494 clarified that colonization under the doctrine pertained only to non-Christian lands,
effectively dividing “the ‘New World’ between Spain and Portugal with a line from Greenland
south through what is now Brazil” (p. 42). According to the Doctrine of Discovery, the rest of
the world was up for conquest, resulting in lands east of the line belonging to Portugal, and the
lands west of the line to Spain. Under this legal cover for theft, Indigenous populations world-
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wide witnessed the invasion and occupation of their territories and resources, as well as state and
church sponsored violence, displacement, enslavement, and slaughter.
For the majority of its citizens, schooling in the contemporary United States continues to
face persistent Eurocentric authority in American history explorations beginning with European
Puritan settlers who under a covenant with God, encountered a virgin land and developed it in
accordance with Christian doctrine. This covenant ideology, involving “the winning of ‘the
Land’ from alien, and indeed evil, forces” (Akenson, 1992, p. 74), has nascent origins within
Hebrew scripture and ultimately finds itself embedded in European Christianity as a consequence
of French reformer John Calvin. Akenson (1992) has argued, “it is from those scriptures that
western society learned how to think historically” (p. 30). It is not surprising then, that Calvinist
ideology, strongly coinciding with the advent of European exploration and colonization of the
Americas as well as in Africa, served as convenient justification for the appropriation and
domination of the rest of the world.
Settler Colonialism
The instrument of conquest facilitating the denial and dispossession of America’s
Indigenous populations was made possible by settler colonialism, revealing itself as a modern
form of imperialism. Despite hegemonic narratives of exploration and discovery, the particular
form of settler colonialism experienced by Indigenous peoples of North America was modern
from its inception, including “the expansion of European corporations, backed by government
armies, into foreign areas, with subsequent expropriation of lands and resources” (Dunbar-Ortiz,
2014, p. 6). Not only does this instrument of conquest include unquestionable overt physical
violence, but also the disruption of Indigenous relationships to land and resources, representing a
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profound epistemic, ontological, and cosmological violence exerted far past initial moments of
invasion and occupation (Tuck & Yang, 2012). Patrick Wolfe (2006) has noted, “The question of
genocide is never far from discussions of settler colonialism” (p. 387). In the United States, this
is evinced by the overwhelming evidence and discourse identifying the “objective of U.S.
colonialist authorities was to terminate the very existence of Indigenous peoples” (Dunbar-Ortiz,
2014, p. 6).
The repercussions of such a brutal, yet sophisticated political tool of domination
continues to wield its power and influence in the contemporary United States, expressed in a vast
array of socioeconomic and political inequalities. Bloom and Carnine (2016) described settler
colonialism as a specific form of domination, inclusive to two distinct forms of dispossession:
External colonialism—in which a colonizing power exports Indigenous peoples (as
slaves or laborers), resources, knowledge, plants, metals, and/or animals to increase the
wealth of the colonizer—as well as internal colonialism—violent management of an
underclass of people and lands within the “domestic” borders of the imperial nation via
ghettos, reservations, borders, prisons, police, surveillance, and educational systems. (p.
1)
Without the recognition of settler colonialism within the context of the United States, the history
and present trajectory of the nation struggles to make sense “unless Indigenous peoples are
erased” (Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014, p. 7) or effectively depoliticized. As Wolfe (2006) has pointed out,
“invasion is a structure, not an event” (p. 388), and, as such, reverberates through the economic
and political systems of America. A powerful position has been made clear that “[f]or settlers,
Indigenous peoples are in the way and, in the destruction of Indigenous peoples, Indigenous
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communities, and over time and through law and policy. . . . Indigenous peoples must be erased,
must be made into ghosts” (Tuck & Yang, 2012, p. 6). As a socioeconomic and political entity,
the United States is a result of this centuries-long and ongoing colonial process (Dunbar-Ortiz,
2014).
Settler colonialism is an expression of a logic of elimination (Wolfe, 2006), which “not
only refers to the summary liquidation of Indigenous people . . . [but] strives for the dissolution
of native societies” (p. 388) in its territorial ambitions. To that end, specific outcomes observed
include “officially encouraged miscegenation, the breaking-down of Native title into alienable
individual freeholds, Native citizenship, child abduction, religious conversion, resocialization in
total institutions such as missions or boarding schools, and a whole range of cognate biocultural
assimilations” (p. 388). Put simply, as a form of internal colonialism, “Settler colonialism
destroys to replace” (p. 388). As a complex social formation witnessed as a continuity through
time, the logic of elimination is expressed through the repression of Indigenous and other
subaltern populations to the oppressive structure of settler-colonial society.
This logic of elimination was overtly witnessed in the elimination politics of the 19th
century United States in its expansionist ambition, characterized in the era of the Louisiana
Purchase of 1803, the Trail of Tears between 1838 and 1839, and the Long Walk of the Navajo
in 1864, among numerous other removals (Brown, 2007; Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014; Wolfe, 2006).
With the demise of the continental frontier, coupled with the declining favor of removal and the
dissolution of reservation boundaries, colonialism turned inwards, shaping a politics of
assimilation as a modern coloniality—perhaps more covert than bloodshed, yet still violently
exploitative. The seductive cultural phenomenon of manifest destiny would guide such a shift.
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Manifest Destiny
Expressions of a logic of elimination can undoubtedly be seen in the consensual national
philosophy of manifest destiny, especially in the territorial formation and expansion of 19th
century United States. As an ideological concept, manifest destiny carried “signal importance in
the way the United States came to understand itself in the world and still does” (Stephanson,
1996 p. xiv). In the production of its determinate effects, the notion of manifest destiny
functioned in practical and material ways in its institutional penetration—like all ideological
power—in the centralization of a national philosophy of territorial expansionism.
Although the attitudes and beliefs undergirding manifest destiny are “as old as the nation
itself [and arguably], even older” (Johansson, 1997a, p. 9), the catchphrase first rose to
prominence with its introduction by New York journalist John Louis O’Sullivan in the summer
of 1845. Articulating his endorsement of the theft of Texas in an article he titled Annexation,
O’Sullivan (1845) justified the occupation as “the fulfillment of our manifest destiny to
overspread the continent allotted by Providence for the free development of our yearly
multiplying millions” (p. 5). Following the so-called annexation of Texas just six months later,
O’Sullivan once again stood with American expansionists on the insistence that Oregon, in its
entirety, was rightfully American, opposing British territory claims. O’Sullivan (cited in
Johansson, 1997b) rationalized that claim “by the right of our manifest destiny to overspread and
to possess the whole of the continent which Providence has given us for the development of the
great experiment of liberty and federated self-government entrusted to us” (p. 9).
Spending the rest of his life in relative obscurity, O’Sullivan nonetheless wielded
unparalleled influence upon generations of historians, politicians, polemicists, and writers of all
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varieties “who have used, misused, even abused the phrase he unwittingly contributed to the
American idiom” (cited in Johansson, 1997b, p. 9). Revealing contemporaneous attitudes and
beliefs of 19th century America, the concept of manifest destiny stoked the embers of AngloSaxon superiority, racial and cultural prejudice, and ethnocentrism, firmly weaving itself into the
fabric of modern American life and politics, expressed today as white supremacy, racialized
exclusion and marginalization, and a politics of disposability. While ambitions for economic
advantages, new markets, and the threat of urbanization were significant features of expansion
through dispossession, “Racial prejudice and ethnocentrism were principal motivating factors
behind the removal of Native Americans and the war upon the Mexicans” (Johansson, 1997a, p.
4).
With its origins directly laid “in the old biblical notions, recharged through the
[Protestant] Reformation, of the predestined, redemptive role of God’s chosen people in the
Promised Land” (Stephanson, 1996, p. 5), much of the inspiration for manifest destiny was
drawn from the Christian notion of divine providence. Coinciding with the rise of American
Romanticism and New England Transcendentalism, the dominant belief was that “the United
States was guided by providential destiny, in other words, that the nation had a preordained,
God-sanctioned mission to fulfill” (Johansson, 1997b, p. 10). Stephanson (1996) identified
several biblical passages that were invoked to justify such fundamental attitudes as it related to
American expansionism:
In Genesis, for example, God promises Isaac to make his descendants multiply “as the
stars of heaven” and to give the countries of the earth to them; and Psalms has God
offering his people “the heathen for the inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the earth
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for thy possession,” in the course of which one is instructed to shatter the heathens “with
a rod of iron” into “pieces like a potter’s vessel”. The fundamental message, as it was
understood at any rate, was to possess, multiply, and fructify at the expense of the
heathens. (p. 25)
As a national identity, manifest destiny exceeded religious, sectional, even partisan
confines. Whether Whig or Democrat, Southerner or Northerner, a singular attitude, “Narrowly
perceived as territorial expansion or viewed more broadly to encompass virtually every area of
human behavior” (Johansson, 1997b, p. 15), encapsulated what prominent Transcendentalist
Ralph Waldo Emerson (1912) referred to as the “spirit of the time” (p. 33). For many, the
mission of America was more than extending the U.S. boundary to the Pacific Ocean. Manifest
destiny was a national ethos consumed by technological, scientific, agricultural, and commercial
development and ingenuity, albeit, mostly for the benefit of white Americans. What often goes
unaddressed, is the situational reality underlying the accelerating economic and technological
prosperity in this young America, facilitated largely by the dispossession of land from Native
Americans and Mexicans, as well as a national economy reliant on the unpaid labor of enslaved
Africans (Darder, 2017; Hietala, 1997).
While the majority of Americans became enthralled with the spirit of the time that was
manifest destiny, a minority of statesmen—mostly Whigs—vocalized their disdain, alleging
imperial motives. Among them was Daniel Dewey Barnard (1847b), former New York
congressman and chief editorialist of the American Whig Review, in which he eagerly criticized:
They call it our “manifest destiny.” We are not sure that this “manifest destiny” of our
Republic stops short—in their imaginings—of absorbing the whole of North America.
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We are not sure that even South America is to escape. Their notion is that the Spanish
race on this continent, all others, must fade away before the face of the Anglo-Saxons, or
rather of the Yankees, as the shadows fly before the coming light. (p. 338)
Such remarks were generally dismissed, however, and with a corpus of legal and political
documents articulating liberatory notions such as all men are created equal (Declaration of
Independence, 1776) or the securing of the blessings of liberty (U.S. Constitution, 1788), the
general consensus romanticized the United States as a unique democratic republic, far from some
European-inspired empire carved from tyranny. Nevertheless, the words of Barnard (1847a)
invoked a somewhat prescient, almost clairvoyant quality in light of our present condition, as he
continued in the American Whig Review:
Contemplating this future, we behold all seas covered by our fleets; our garrisons hold
the most important stations of commerce; an immense standing army maintains our
possessions our trades have become the richest, our demagogues the most powerful, and
our people the most corrupt and flexible in the world. (p. 452)
Barnard’s prediction holds considerable historical insight and invites present-day
Americans to wonder to what extent has expansionist ambition betrayed the democratic ideals
loftily articulated in the founding charter documents of the United States? Is it possible for a
liberal democracy to be actualized, even if its roots lie in the discourses and practices of
structural exclusion? Darder (2017) has argued that meaningful decolonizing analysis requires
the recognition of the inseparability between European modernity’s capitalist imperatives and
epistemic coloniality with all its devastating effects to Indigenous and enslaved populations
worldwide. Tlostanova and Mignolo (2009) have asserted that coloniality is “the hidden, darker
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side of modernity” and that, “there is no modernity without coloniality” (p. 132). Implicated in
this assessment is the domination of globalized economic systems, insistent on maintaining and
expanding the colonial matrix of power, effectuated by the deeply embedded hegemonic
imposition of economic control, control of authority, control of the public sphere, and ideological
control of knowledge. What is clear is that this colonial matrix of power, bolstering a politics of
coloniality, has been at the center of American Indian schooling in the US in its eugenic and
exclusionary nature, and has been unequivocally nurtured by the deceptions of manifest destiny.
American Indian Schooling
Establishing a sweeping, powerful precedent, Pratt demonstrated strong conviction and
influence concerning the desire to “remove children from the isolating, tribalizing influence of
the reservation and immerse them in a totally civilized environment” (Adams, 1995, p. 53), if
education for assimilation was to achieve its goals. Public policy reflected these desires, often
overtly and violently, and beginning in 1891, the U.S. Commissioner of Indian Affairs was
authorized by Congress to “make and enforce . . . such rules and regulations as will ensure the
attendance of Indian children of suitable age and health at schools established and maintained for
their benefit” (as cited in Churchill, 2004, p. 17). Compulsory attendance would continue to be
emphasized further, as was the case in 1893, leading congressional legislators to authorize the
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) to “withhold rations, clothing and other annuities from Indian
parents or guardians who refuse or neglect to send and keep their children of proper school age
in school” (as cited in Churchill, 2004, p. 17). Forced transfer of children was the experience of
those who resisted, as Churchill (2004) has noted in this specific, yet typical instance from a
Mescalero Apache Reservation agent in 1886:
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Everything in the way of persuasion and argument having failed, it became necessary to
visit the [Native] camps with a detachment of police, and seize such children as were
proper, and take them away to school, willing or unwilling. Some hurried their children
off to the mountains or hid them away in camp, and the police had to chase and capture
them like so many wild rabbits. This proceeding created quite an outcry. The men were
sullen and muttering, the women loud in their lamentations, and the children almost out
of their wits with fright. (p. 17)
Adams (1995) has noted that episodes of forced removal were common, such as the case
at Fort Hall reservation where agent S.J. Fisher admitted that he had “taken quite a number of
school children by force” (p. 216), and on one occasion “he had even been compelled ‘to choke a
so-called chief into subjection’ to get hold of his children” (p. 216). Despite meeting formidable
opposition by agency police and other authorities, resistance to boarding schools was persistent
and sophisticated. Adams (1995) observed “a major motivation for resistance [was] that a
significant body of tribal opinion saw white education for what it was: an invitation to cultural
suicide” (p. 212). This conclusion was not unfounded, as Native Americans were expected to
abandon ancestral ceremonies, traditions, and religions; redefine the division of labor between
the sexes; eliminate polygyny; eradicate tribal political institutions; dissolve communalism and
gift-giving traditions; abandon subsistence methods such as hunting and gathering; and
restructure traditional familial arrangements. Community resistance took on a number of forms,
such as withdrawing children en masse, encouraging students to run away from school, and
consciously undermining school teachings during vacation periods by enculturing youth in
traditional ways of knowing. Nevertheless, brutal assimilative forces of schooling persisted in
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ways that targeted cultural identity and aimed at ideological and spiritual conversion of
Indigenous students.
Cultural Identity
Acculturation methods were brutal and unforgiving from the beginning, both physically
and psychologically. Drawing from his experience at Fort Marion, Pratt immediately, as
previously noted, effectuated a full assault on the cultural identity of the students, such as cutting
their long hair, washing and “disinfecting” with alcohol and kerosene as astringents, exchanging
traditional clothing for military uniforms, punishing them for speaking Native languages, and
forcing them to abandon their given names in exchange for Eurocentric ones (Oberg, 2017).
Such methods of overt dehumanization became standard practice in boarding schools throughout
the country and were intentionally performed to humiliate and denigrate the Indigenous identity
of students.
While the exercise of hair-cutting was passed off as hygienic in motivation, Adams
(1995) has noted: “At the heart of the policy was the belief that the children’s long hair was
symbolic of savagism; removing it was central to the new identification with civilization” (p.
101). The same was true with clothing and personal items, all of which were confiscated and
never returned. The implicit objective was to reduce students’ Indigenous identity and to
manufacture, “carbon copies of their white overseers” (p. 108). The name change practice
appeared to have multiple justifications in its purpose. While many students arrived at schools
with names teachers could not pronounce or memorize, some name changes were provoked to
dehumanize and provide amusement for school authorities such as, “Mary Swollen Face, Nancy
Kills-A-Hundred, Sam Slow-Fly, John Bad-Gum, Ada Parts-His-Hair, and Lizzie Looks-Twice”

86

(p. 108). In some cases, students would be named after U.S. presidents and literary or historical
figures such as, Julius Caesar or Henry Ward Beecher as a source of amusement for school
staffers (Adams, 1995). Churchill (2004) observed a consistent theme in autobiographical
materials authored by former students, reflecting a sentiment “that they’d ‘lost’ themselves and
were thus ‘stranger[s] with no possibilities’ for the future” (p. 19).
Ideological Conversion
Having been removed from their home, often forcibly and violently, and stripped of the
most immediate links to their cultural identity, children were subject to systematic and
comprehensive techniques designed precisely for ideological conversion and submission,
facilitating the prohibition of Indigenous cultural ties, to be replaced with a Eurocentric
worldview (Adams, 1995; Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014; Oberg, 2017). Primary among these techniques
was the prohibition of students’ Native languages and the practice of Native spirituality under
threat of punishment (Adams, 1995). The BIA formalized this expectation in 1890 with the
issuance of a regulation requiring that “pupils be compelled to converse with each other in
English, and should be properly rebuked or punished for persistent violation of this rule” (as
cited in Adams, 1995 p. 140).
Beyond haircuts and uniforms, the resemblance of Indian boarding schools to that of
military facilities is conspicuously evident. Serving as a template, Pratt’s prototype in Carlisle
was established on an unused army barracks in Pennsylvania. Several others modeled this
example, such as those at Fort Shaw, Montana, and Fort Lewis, Colorado, as well as new
facilities intentionally designed and constructed to mimic military compounds, such as Chilocco
Indian Agricultural School in Oklahoma and Phoenix Indian Industrial School in Arizona
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(Churchill, 2004). Operationally, students were regimented like soldiers, assembled in ranks,
were subject to inspection by superiors, marched in company from place to place, and were
rigidly scheduled, leaving very little time for personal use or recreation.
Along with punctuality, obedience was systematically drilled into every aspect of
boarding school life, as is evident here with students at the Sherman Institute in Riverside,
California, seen in a school bulletin in 1910:
Obedience is the foundation of the great law of life. It is the common fundamental law of
all organization, in nature, in military, naval, commercial, political, and domestic circles.
Obedience is the great essential to securing the purpose of life. Disobedience means
disaster. The first disastrous act of disobedience brought ruin upon humanity and that is
still going on. “The first duty of a soldier is obedience” is a truth forced upon all soldiers
the moment they enter military life. The same applies to school life. The moment a
student is instructed to do a certain thing, no matter how small or how great, immediate
action on his part is a duty and should be a pleasure . . . . What your teachers tell you to
do you should do without question. Obedience means marching right on whether you feel
like it or not. (Sherman Bulletin, Dec. 21, 1910, p. 1)
Adams (1995) has acknowledged that obedience served a distinctly political purpose in working
to permanently sever the ties between the child and tribal institutions by transferring loyalty to
the nation state.
The notion of obedience, a fulcrum for institutionalizing Native students, paved the way
for the indispensability of U.S. patriotism, both in curriculum and ritual exercise. Once students
reached rudimentary levels of proficiency in reading, writing, and arithmetic, increasing
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emphasis was placed on “lessons of citizenship”, utilizing texts such as Horace E. Scudder’s, A
History of the United States of America, where not so subtly, they were told that their traditions
and ways of life were primitive, barbaric, and likened to wild animals (Churchill, 2004).
Likewise, students learned that the United States was divinely redeemed by those people
that crossed the sea to reach America to conquer and bring order to “grotesquely distorted
caricatures of their own ancestors and traditions presented therein” (Churchill, 2004, p. 27).
Indian Commissioner Thomas J. Morgan revealed such a telling sentiment regarding the patriotic
enculturation of students in 1889:
It is of prime importance that a fervent patriotism should be awakened in their minds. The
stars and stripes should be a familiar object in every Indian school, national hymns
should be sung, and patriotic selections be read and recited. They should be taught to
look upon America as their home and upon the United States Government as their friend
and benefactor. They should be made familiar with the lives of great and good men and
women in American history, and taught to feel a pride in all their great achievements.
They should hear little or nothing of the “wrongs of the Indians,” and of the injustice of
the white race. If their unhappy history is alluded to it should be to contrast it with the
better future that is within their grasp. The new era that has come to the red men through
the munificent scheme of education, devised for and offered to them, should be the means
of awakening loyalty to the Government, gratitude to the nation, and hopefulness for
themselves. (as cited in Coleman, 2008, p. 42)
While these dispositions unabashedly dominated curricular materials to the point of
indoctrination, patriotism was also reinforced through a variety of ritual, ceremonial, and
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community engagements. Adams (1995) has asserted that such occasions were intentionally
designed to “explain to Indians who they were, where they fit in the American story, and what
they must become if they were to be part of America’s future” (p. 206). The prevailing
assumption was that Native Americans must come to accept and identify with the various
ceremonial observances of the White man. As such, a calendar was devised to impart culturally
significant American myths and rituals in hopes of forging this new identity. In this way,
distinctly Eurocentric observances of Columbus Day, Thanksgiving, Indian Citizenship Day,
Memorial Day, and Independence Day, to name a few, facilitated a standard narrative that, in
most cases, greatly contradicted Indigenous experiences and worldviews within the American
empire. Alas, Indigenous youth were compelled to participate in parades, reenactments,
pageants, and other rituals commemorating a national heritage that invariably sought to
exterminate them from existence. In some especially perverse instances, students observing
Memorial Day were obliged to decorate the graves of American soldiers who had battled and in
some cases, killed relatives of students in years past.
Spiritual Conversion
Perhaps no greater force existed in the ritual experiences of boarding school students than
that of Christianity. While proselytism had been employed as a tool of conquest in the era of
early colonial empire-building, school authorities, politicians, and reformers were optimistic of
the potential impact Christianization had for Native Americans. Adams (1995) observed that this
included the promise to reconstitute the moral character of Indigenous youth, strengthen an
attachment to the concept of the nuclear family, promote a love of flag and country, and
encourage the process of individualization. A great deal of instructional time was devoted to the
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training of Christian morality, as educators incorrectly assumed that Indigenous children were
products of a culture that placed little value in virtue.
In the context of Christian ethics, students were taught “the moral ideals of charity,
chastity, monogamy, respect for the Sabbath, temperance, honesty, self-sacrifice, [and] the
importance of pure thoughts and speech” (Adams, 1995, p. 168). Fundamental conflicts
predictably emerged, and resistance was common, yet most students—especially those who had
entered the boarding school system at an early age—held only partial understanding of their
tribal belief system, a devastating consequence of being completely removed from their home
culture. Churchill (2004) articulated that this dilemma facing Indigenous youth inevitably forced
them into “the impossible position of ‘fitting in’ to neither their own society nor its ostensible
replacement” (p. 29).
Christianization not only represented a fervent ambition to convert, but also a
commitment to reinforce a pre-existing national pattern. A variety of Christian missionary
programs were already in operation, although many were struggling to remain fiscally viable on
their own (Higham, 2016). In a mutually beneficial arrangement between church and federal
leadership, pre-existing institutions were easily incorporated into the official system, offering
both experience and infrastructure, while establishing financial solvency through government
contracts (Churchill, 2004). Armed with federal support and a supply of potential converts in
perpetuity, church representatives demonstrated significant influence in the formation of
educational policy toward Native Americans.
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Living Conditions within Indian Schools
While living conditions for students at Indian boarding schools varied by location, a
significant portion resembled that of prisons, although it could be argued that prisoners often
received superior nutrition and dormitory arrangements. Starvation and malnutrition were
endemic, as the government was unwilling to allocate adequate resources to feed, clothe, and
house children (Churchill, 2004). Having herded Native American children into boarding schools
under the total control of U.S. authorities, an average of 11 cents per day was expended on
feeding each student (Meriam et al., 1928). In contrast to the average White child in a residential
school, Indian boarding school students received approximately one quarter that amount
(Churchill, 2004). Also contributing to student undernourishment was the one-sided division of
foodstuffs, excessively favoring the desires of professional staff. While students experienced
chronic hunger, their teachers and supervisors provisioned luxury items such as dairy and fruit
solely for themselves.
Health
In addition to poor ventilation and hygiene, chronic malnutrition unquestionably
exacerbated the rapid spread of infectious diseases such as tuberculosis, influenza, trachoma,
measles, and mumps (Adams, 1995; Churchill, 2004). Due to neglect on the part of the Indian
Office to make any systematic effort to gather data on Native health until the 20th century, it is
impossible to determine the actual extent of infection (Adams, 1995). What is clear is that some
schools faced extreme epidemics, having been forced to deal with excessive death totals and
elevated infection rates. For example, at Crow Creek, South Dakota, where the superintendent
reported that practically all his students had been affected by scrofula and consumption.
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Tuberculosis proved to be the most menacing, as Indian boarding schools seemed to struggle
mightily in adhering to medical prevention guidelines prioritizing hygiene, nutrition, exercise,
and well-ventilated living arrangements. In 1899, BIA inspector William McConnell went as far
as to denounce the entire Indian school system as embodying a policy of deliberate slaughter:
The word “murder” is a terrible word, but we are little less than murderers if we follow
the course we are now following after the attention of those in charge has been called to
its fatal results. Hundreds of boys and girls are sent home to die so that a sickly sentiment
may be patronized and that institutions where brass bands, foot and base ball are the
principle advertisements may be maintained. (as cited in Churchill, 2004, p. 36)
Forced Labor
Contributing to the myriad forms of chronic anxiety and stress, malnutrition, and
improper living conditions plaguing residential schools, was the substantial work regimen
imposed on boarding school students. While 25 institutions in the United States, and 22 in
Canada were designed and even named industrial from the outset, many others followed the
example of Pratt’s model at Carlisle (Churchill, 2004). Churchill (2004) has credited Pratt for
pioneering innovative methods ultimately leading to the establishment of the prison industrial
complex, in which forced labor was implemented to off-set operational costs. Although
California Native scholar Stormy Ogden (2005) has persuasively argued that the innovators and
leaders of such methods—namely subordination, repression, and economic exploitation—rightly
belong to the era of the California mission system.
In any case, the necessary foundations for prison profiteering made by institutional
authorities were beginning to bear its teeth even further (Churchill, 2004). Virtually all
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residential schools by design were “supported in part by the labor of their students” who
following fourth grade “work[ed] for half a day and [went] to school for half a day” (Meriam et
al., 1928, p. 12). In 1935, anthropologist and writer Oliver LaFarge (1935) referred to the
boarding school system as being composed of “penal institutions—where little children [are]
sentenced to hard labor for a term of years for the crime of being born of their mothers” (p. 233).
Given that off-reservation facilities were larger compounds, the curriculum was reflected
to fit the desires of self-sufficiency from the Indian Office. While boys were trained in
agriculture, wagon building, shoemaking, tinsmithing, carpentry, painting, tailoring, and harness
making, instruction for girls was confined to Victorian housewifery, entailing chores such as
sewing, cooking, canning, ironing, childcare, and cleaning (Adams, 1995). Many of these
“classes” resembled small shops, producing a great number of goods for school use or sold for
profit. For example, in 1881, “Carlisle reported producing 8,929 tin products, including cups,
coffee boilers, pans, pails, and funnels, 183 double harness sets, 161 bridles, 10 halters, 9 spring
wagons, and 2 carriages” (p. 149) with a value of $6,333.46. In 1890, sixteen girls in
Albuquerque’s sewing department produced “170 dresses, 93 chemises, 107 hickory shirts, 67
boys’ waists, 261 pairs of drawers, 194 pillowcases, 224 sheets, 238 aprons, 33 bedspreads, and
83 towels” (p. 150). In one instance, Pratt boasted proudly that the Carlisle girls were washing
and ironing about 2,500 items each week. Adams (1995) has offered an insightful critique of
such a practice:
To what extent did the Indian Office’s objective of institutional self-sufficiency
contradict the principle that industrial education be genuinely instructive? How many
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pillowcases did a girl have to make to become proficient at making pillowcases? How
many shirts to become expert at shirtmaking? (p. 150)
School authorities evinced widespread belief and practice of industrial education
throughout the country, even for schools not carrying the industrial namesake—in which case
agriculture became the primary means of labor. By the end of the 19th century, the balance was
shifting away from academics and toward industrial training in a more extreme fashion.
Demonstrating precisely this, superintendent of Indian Schools William N. Hailmann declared in
1895, “the stress of work on the part of the schools should be placed upon industrial and manual
training rather than upon literary advancement” (Annual Report of the Commissioner of Indian
Affairs [ARCIA], 1895, p. 344). Two years following, he clarified: “Literary training should not
be neglected . . . but it should be . . . in the service of the respectively fundamental aim of
securing industrial fervor and efficiency on the part of the children” (ARCIA, 1897, p. 334).
Students were no doubt less than enthusiastic about such an aggressive work regimen. In
a testimony to the Lake Mohonk Conference on the Indian and Other Dependent Peoples (1914),
Henry Roe Cloud, a Winnebago boarding school student reflected on his experience:
I worked two years in turning a washing machine in a Government school to reduce the
running expenses of the institution. It did not take me long to learn how to run the
machine and the rest of the two years I nursed a growing hatred for it. Such work is not
educative. It begets a hatred for work, especially where there is no pay for such labor.
The Indian will work under such conditions because he is under authority, but the
moment he becomes free he is going to get as far as he can from it. (p. 86)
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Expressing similar sentiments, Diné (Navajo) boarding school student, Irene Stewart (1980)
recalled in her autobiography:
Getting our industrial education was very hard. We were detailed to work in the laundry
and do all the washing for the school, the hospital, and the sanitorium. Sewing was hard
too. We learned to mend and darn and patch. We canned food, cooked, washed dishes,
waited on tables, scrubbed floors, and washed windows. We cleaned classrooms and
dormitories. By the time I graduated from the sixth grade I was a well-trained worker.
But I have never forgotten how the steam in the laundry made me sick; how standing and
ironing for hours made my legs ache far into the night. By evening I was too tired to play
and just fell asleep wherever I sat down. I think this is why the boys and girls ran away
from school; why some became ill; why it was so hard to learn. We were too tired to
study. (p. 17)
Despite producing vast amounts of agricultural and industrial goods, students rarely
received the benefit of their labor, enduring extreme conditions of malnutrition. Even at the
Sherman Institute, where Meriam et al. (1928) concluded that they provided the best diet of any
Indian schooling facility—albeit allotting a mere 18 cents per student daily—the bulk of produce
and dairy generated through student labor were sold for profit, while children remained
irrefutably malnourished. As it were, Churchill (2004) has asserted, “rather than working to feed
themselves, or to acquire such ‘luxuries’ as adequate clothing, the children were collectively
harnessed to the task of paying staff salaries and otherwise underwriting their own confinement”
(p. 47).
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Outing Programs
Greatly encouraged by the Indian Office beginning in the 1890s, many facilities also
implemented work outing programs—originally devised by Pratt to retain children year-round
and provide a total immersion of Euro-American social and cultural attitudes (Adams, 1995).
Such programs inevitably degenerated into a pernicious form of involuntary servitude that
endured from the 1890s to the 1940s (Churchill, 2004). Schools such as Genoa, Chilocco, and
Albuquerque engaged in the practice of sending work gangs of up to 100 boys to labor for beet
farmers and ranchers in Colorado. Boys at Sherman were sent out to the southern California
ranches to harvest cantaloupes and oranges. Adams (1995) noted that “students labored
monotonously in the hot sun from daybreak to sunset, often sleeping in barns or tent camps at
night, never seeing the inside of a Victorian parlor, let alone being taken in as members of a
middle-class family” (p.163).
While seemingly initially well-intentioned in offering students practical work
opportunities under real world labor conditions with modest earnings, Meriam et al. (1928)
found that the outing system was inevitably “reduced largely to . . . providing certain types of
male seasonable labor and for providing women for domestic service” and that it is “extremely
doubtful whether the outing plan as at a present in operation is helpful to the economic advance
of the Indian” (p. 528). Furthermore, Churchill (2004) affirmed that such practices shared
fundamental similarities to the “notorious ‘convict leasing’ system then functioning in more than
thirty U.S. states” (p. 49). Factoring in chronic malnutrition, paltry living conditions, and the
extreme physical demand of forced labor, “it is impossible to calculate with precision the extent
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to which conditions . . . proved decisive in lowering their resistance to the diseases that at times
claimed half their number” (p. 49).
Punishment, Abuse, and Torture
As a consequence of unrelenting dehumanization and persistent maltreatment, Indigenous
youth resisted methodically by clinging to culture and clutching to survival. An overwhelming
share of survivor narratives recount methodical incidents of subversion and survival, including
stealing and foraging food, possessing cultural contraband, practicing Native religion, persisting
in speaking Native languages, running away, and even arson toward the school (Adams, 1995;
Churchill, 2004; McBeth, 1983). Adams (1995) has found that most types of resistance were
passive, deliberately attempting to undermine school objectives, such as: “willful acts of
defiance, disruptive pranks, ‘work slow downs,’ refusing to participate in competitive exercises
and, perhaps most common, adopting a general posture of nonresponsiveness” (p. 231). Of this,
Churchill (2004) noted: “In many—perhaps most—residential schools, such activities were so
common and sustained as to comprise outright ‘cultures of resistance’” (p. 54). Official
responses to acts of resistance often resulted in the intensification of the already harsh
disciplinary regimen exercised by the institution. So-called corrective measures tended to exceed
reasonable limits beyond cruel and unusual punishment prohibited in Anglo-American law for
convicted felons in penal institutions, while also violating the prohibitions of torture found in
international legal traditions and customs (Brownlie & Goodwin-Gill, 2010).
In 1890, Indian Office guidelines expressly permitted corporal punishment, imprisonment
in guard houses or closets, and other such penalties for belief of infraction (Adams, 1995).
Although, guidelines were loosely interpreted to accommodate “just about anything” (p. 121) at
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the discretion of school authorities. Regarding the more than 20,000 children in residential
schools at the time, Indian Affairs Commissioner, Thomas J. Morgan declared in 1892:
In many instances the more hardened, those who are naturally brutish and whose training
has developed their animal and left their higher nature undeveloped, do not respond to
moral appeals, are indifferent to the milder forms of punishment, and can be reached
apparently in no other way than by corporal punishment, confinement, deprivation of
privileges, or restriction of diet. (ARCIA, 1892, p. 617)
Not until 1898 was corporal punishment officially removed from sanctioned disciplinary
techniques, as stipulated in the Rules for the Indian School Service: “In no case shall the school
employees resort to abusive language, ridicule, corporal punishment, or any other cruel or
degrading measure” (U.S. Office of Indian Affairs, 1898, p. 31).
Despite being identified as explicitly forbidden in practice, corporal punishment and
other abusive methods were still applied in virtually all schools in the residential system (Adams,
1995). According to Helen Sekaquaptewa, a Hopi woman who began attending Phoenix Indian
School in 1915: “Corporal punishment was given as a matter of course; whipping with a harness
strap was administered in an upstairs room to the most unruly. One held the culprit while another
administered the strap” (Udall, 2015, p. 136-137). Recalling the punishment received for
speaking one’s primary language in the 1920s, a Kiowa female from the Riverside school noted:
They really discouraged you from speaking Kiowa, and often would paddle you if you
were caught speaking it. . . . At Riverside they would make you put lye soap on your
toothbrush. Do you know that harsh soap that is almost 99% lye? Well, they would make
you put some on your toothbrush, and then would stand right there until you put it in your
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mouth and brushed your teeth with it. The kids would end up with the whole inside of
their mouth raw. (McBeth, 1983, p. 105)
Around the same time, a Comanche male shared an example of one of the disturbing, but
common, forms of punishment at Fort Sill, Oklahoma:
Generally, the officers in charge of the companies gave the whippings. They either used a
board or a belt. They had what they called a ‘belt-line’; everybody took off their belts and
they ran the student right down through the company. (McBeth, 1983, p. 106)
Yet, even more severe instances of brutality occurred under the thinly veiled guise of
discipline. The Thirtieth Annual Report of the Executive Committee of the Indian, authored by
the Indian Rights Association (1912), described several instances of severe violence toward
students, including that of a thirteen year old boy who was held, handcuffed, and beaten into
“almost insensibility with a strap . . . [resulting in] the effect that the boy collapsed, lay on the
floor almost helpless, and that, after sixteen days, twenty-six cruel scars remained on his body,
and eleven upon his right arm” (p. 57). Two years following, the Indian Rights Association
(1914) documented “Numerous cases show[ing] the total lack of human sympathy and a resort to
cruel treatment of the Indians” (p. 33-34), some even “too revolting to be incorporated here” (p.
34). Of the specific cases actually reported, included the whipping of ten school girls for the
charge of stealing a small can of baking powder at the Walker River Agency School in Nevada.
Unable to determine the actual thief, “the superintendent ordered these girls, who were between
thirteen and eighteen years of age, stripped of clothing to the waist, and each was flogged with a
buggy whip on the naked body” (p. 34).
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Examples of humiliation and physical punishment for students, undeniably gruesome and
abundant, were found to be endemic in 1928 by a congressionally commissioned investigation
officially documented in The Problem of Indian Administration, popularly known as the Meriam
Report (Meriam et al., 1928). With Indian schooling now exceeding 65,000 students in 1929
(See Table 3), Commissioner Charles H. Burke renewed the ban on extreme discipline
practices—previously seen in 1898 with the Rules for the Indian School Service (U.S. Office of
Indian Affairs, 1898)—only to see them gutted a year later by his successor Charles J. Rhodes
(Churchill, 2004). Similar to the ban in 1898, Burkes’ constraint on discipline was for the most
part ignored anyway “almost invariably without discernable consequences to offenders” (p. 54).
Regardless of periodic official pronouncements, patterns of gratuitously violent discipline
measures remained in use at facilities like the Phoenix and St. Francis (South Dakota) Indian
schools well into the mid-1980s (Crow Dog & Erdoes, 2001; Trennert, 1988).
Table 3
Distribution of American Indian Students by Institutional Type, 1900-1925
Government Schools
Off-reservation boarding
Reservation boarding
Day schools
Subtotal
Public schools

1900

1905

1910

1915

1920

1925

7,430
9,604
5,090
22,124

9,736
11,402
4,399
25,537

8,863
10,765
7,152
26,780

10,791
9,899
7,270
27,960

10,198
9,433
5,765
25,396

8,542
10,615
4,604
23,761

246

84

2,722

26,438

30,858

34,452

Other
Mission, private, and state
institutions—contract and
noncontract
4,081
4,485
5,150
5,049
5,546
7,280
Total
26,451
30,106
34,652
59,447
61,800
65,493
Note. Adapted from Annual Report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs (ARCIA), 1900, p. 22; ARCIA, 1905,
p. 50; ARCIA, 1910, p. 56; ARCIA, 1915, p. 51; ARCIA, 1920, p. 147; and ARCIA, 1925, p. 51
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The Legacy of Indian Boarding Schools
While United States and Canadian authorities have since moved on from the residential
school era—albeit a mere few decades ago—the vicious practices attributed to Indian boarding
schools and its consequences can hardly be relegated to the past. Churchill (2004) has described
the physical and psychological repercussions facing many survivors as “a virulent cluster of
psychological dysfunctions . . . known in Canada as ‘Residential School Syndrome’ (RSS)” (p.
68). Despite myriad evidence revealing nearly identical resemblance to social and cultural
attitudes and beliefs informing Indian schooling practice, there presently exists no official
corresponding terminology explicitly referencing boarding schools in the United States.
Nonetheless, these experiences have come to be described by many as “historical trauma,
historical legacy, American Indian holocaust, and intergenerational posttraumatic stress
disorder” (Duran, Duran, Yellow Horse Brave Heart, & Yellow Horse-Davis, 1998, p. 341).
Consequently, the symptomatology of RSS remains contemporaneously relevant and
unmistakably discernible to the U.S. boarding school experience. Acknowledging that a massive
proportion of the Native population in North America has been affected by a federal Indian
schooling system and that its effects are “demonstrably transmissible to children and others
closely associated with/dependent upon survivors” (Churchill, 2004, p. 68), the historical and
multigenerational traumas precipitated by these abuses are not simply lingering, but actively
waging a complex system of struggle akin to Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) and
Concentration Camp Syndrome (CCS).
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Historical Trauma
Psychological and behavioral patterns associated with RSS demonstrate similarities
toward victims of rape, torture, hostage-taking, domestic violence and child abuse (Churchill,
2004). In its most common manifestations, “RSS includes acutely conflicted self-concept and
lowered self-esteem, emotional numbing (often described as ‘inability to trust or form lasting
bonds’), somatic disorder, chronic depression and anxiety” (p. 70). Churchill (2004) has
persuasively argued that RSS symptomatology is “virtually interchangeable with those attending
the so-called Concentration Camp Syndrome (CSS) manifested on a collective basis by survivors
of both nazi facilities and their counterparts in the Soviet Union and elsewhere” (p. 70). The
insistence of Western researchers in classifying RSS as a condition altogether novel and distinct
from CCS, can be seen as a blatant effort to sow doubt and depreciate the implication that a
common causative condition is shared. Such causative conditions also include, as penal
psychologist Dr. Richard Korn (1988) has described, the objective to produce precisely the
results observed:
This program sets up a hierarchy of objectives. The first of these is to reduce prisoners to
a state of submission essential for their ideological conversion. That failing, the next step
is to reduce them to a state of psychological incompetence sufficient to neutralize them as
efficient, self-directing antagonists. That failing, the only alternative is to destroy them,
preferably by making them desperate enough to destroy themselves. (pp. 18-19)
Somewhat distinct from PTSD symptomatology, often associated with those who have
sustained symptoms from an acute stimulus—such as soldiers who have undergone heavy
combat—historical trauma described by RSS is understood to be developed over a prolonged
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exposure to a series of traumatic events. Perhaps the closest symptomatological correlation—
inclusive to both RSS and CCS—is Harvard psychiatry professor Dr. Judith Herman’s (1992)
conception of “Complex PTSD” (CPTSD). Designated as a psychological disorder developed in
response to repetitive and prolonged experiences of interpersonal trauma in a context which one
has little or no chance of escape, CPTSD has been associated with chronic sexual, psychological
and physical abuse and neglect, chronic intimate partner violence, victims of kidnapping and
hostage situations, indentured servants, victims of slavery and human trafficking, sweatshop
workers, prisoners of war, concentration camp survivors, residential school survivors, and
defectors of cults or cult-like organizations (Cloitre et al., 2009; Courtois & Ford, 2009; Herman,
1992; Sar, 2011; Stein, Wilmot, & Solomon, 2016). For several decades now, clinicians and
researchers armed with research and documentation have advocated for a separate classification
for CPTSD in the American Psychological Association’s DSM, differentiating its
symptomatology and causative severity from PTSD (Sar, 2011).
Multi-Generational Trauma
Implicit at this scale, trauma inflicts multi-generationally and cumulatively, persisting
and intensifying over time (Duran et al., 1998). For thousands of Indigenous youth, schooling
started as early as five years old and persisted well into young adulthood. At such an early age,
pathological effects become even more pronounced, evidenced by the process of cognitive
integration, distortion, and observable alterations in brain neurobiology (Fish-Murray, Koby, &
van der Kolk, 1987; van der Kolk, 1996; van der Kolk, McFarlane, & Weisaeth, 1996). For
children of survivors, childhood is often worse than the experiences faced by their parents
(Duran et al., 1998, Churchill, 2004). When children are born and raised in an environment
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where one or both parents suffer from CPTSD, traumatic abuse starts earlier—at birth—and
tends to be sustained for much longer and in a much more intimate and intensive manner. In
contrast to survivors of residential schools whose suffering was methodically imposed by “aliens
who had displaced their parents” (Churchill, 2004, p. 71), children of survivors experience
sustained trauma from their parents themselves. Churchill (2004) has tragically noted:
The record of the residential schools is filled to overflowing with poignant accounts of
little boys and girls who cried themselves to sleep each night in the loneliness for the
warmth and affection of the homes from which they’d been torn; the children of survivors
are[original emphasis] home, and must shed their tears in desperate hunger for something
they’ve never known. (pp. 71-73)
While classifications of RSS and CPTSD aide in providing a context and language for
boarding school survivors within Western institutions of medicine and therapy, Chrisjohn and
Young (1997) have rejected the wholesale idea that the residential school experience outright
results in mental illness. They have argued that pathologizing the life contexts of former
residential school students can likewise produce further traumas within Western therapeutic
institutions and further “slanders and misguides people who are seeking help and understanding”
(p. 83). Foucault (1967) reaffirmed the nature of this hegemony by recognizing that the Western
mental health field ought to be regarded as another form of social control.
Hence, the National Aboriginal Health Organization (2008) has recognized that when
culturally appropriate care is provided, patients respond better to care. Furthermore, Duran
(2006) has argued that healing institutions not only need to retain culturally competent staff and
practitioners, but has also called for the implementation of Indigenous healing epistemologies
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and philosophies to be included in addressing Indigenous trauma work. Accordingly, a growing
volume of Indigenous scholars, practitioners, and experts have shown that healing programs
employing Indigenous epistemology and cosmology as the foundational basis for theoretical and
clinical implementation to be profoundly successful (Brave Heart-Jordan, 1995; Duran et al.,
1998; Linklater, 2011; Wesley-Esquimaux & Smolewski, 2004; Wilson & Yellow Bird, 2005).
It cannot be understated that conditions such as these are wholly the responsibility of the
federal governments occupying North America in their expansionist, settler-colonialist ambition
to secure as much land, resources, and markets as possible for their Euro-American citizenry
(Adams, 1995; Brave Heart & DeBruyn, 1998; Duran et al., 1998; Churchill, 2004). While
philanthropic reformer organizations presented themselves as hopeful defenders advocating for
the betterment of America’s Indigenous peoples, meaningful integration never stood the chance
given clear dispositions of anti-Indianism and white supremacy undergirding the theory and
practice of assimilation and education policy. The Meriam Report (Meriam et al., 1928) was a
stark wakeup call for many, representing a symbolic shift from the severance of cultural identity
toward attempting to connect children’s education to family and community. Nevertheless,
Adams (1995) has claimed that “in the final analysis, the Meriam Report was not so much an
indictment of the assimilationist ideal as a renewed call for the government to live up to its
humanitarian obligations in light of that ordeal” (p. 333). In that sense, the fundamental concerns
of controversy underlying the “Indian question” persisted in its imperial intentions well into the
future.

106

“Indian New Deal”
The Meriam Report revealed the devastating condition of Native Americans, implicating
the systematic failure of the United States government Indian policy (Meriam et al., 1928).
Mounting criticism of Indian policy provided justification for largescale changes “when the
Great Depression caused considerable rethinking about whether the United States was
progressing toward a future of wealth and plenty” (Reyhner & Eder, 2017, p.224). President
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s Indian affairs commissioner from 1933 to 1945, John Collier, was an
outspoken critic of U.S. Indian policy and looked to “the close-knit, nonmaterialistic world of the
American Indians for an alternative to what they saw as wrong with modern capitalistic society”
(p. 224).
A sociologist, social reformer, and advocate of Native Americans, Collier’s policymaking was deeply informed by his philosophy, “not only to preserve Indian culture but to
promote it and hold it up as a model for an industrialized society” (Meyn, 2001, p. 9). As
commissioner, Collier immediately sought to end allotment of Indigenous lands and to
implement the recommendations of the Meriam Report (Meriam et al., 1928), prompting the
Indian Reorganization Act (1934). This policy, often referred to as the Indian New Deal, ended
allotment, provided Native religious freedom, introduced a measure of tribal self-government,
and provided Native preference in hiring Indian Service employees. In a first for Indian policy
legislation, over 250 tribes convened over a total of ten Indian congresses, where 181 tribes
elected to come under the provisions of the Act, while 77 tribes rejected reorganization (Reyhner
& Eder, 2017). Deloria and Lytle (1984) noted that the act was ultimately a defeat for Collier due
to major changes made by Senator Burton K. Wheeler of Montana in the negotiation process.
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Rebuking those changes made by Wheeler while testifying to Congress, Collier emphasized
removing the “bureaucratic stranglehold of the Indian Bureau from Indian communities” (p. 85)
while noting the lack of Native employees.
In addition to greater self-governance, Collier promoted progressive educational
reforms—pioneered by John Dewey—in his approach to addressing Indian schooling methods
Reyhner & Eder, 2017). Along with Willard Beatty, who served as the education director for the
Indian Service from 1936 to 1952, the two paved the way for transitioning away from boarding
schools while opening more reservation day schools—funded with New Deal Public Works
Administration (PWA) money—allowing more children to remain in their home areas.
Additionally, some Native-language textbooks were written and a greater emphasis was placed
on teaching Indigenous cultures and languages. Beatty (1940) characterized the new approach of
Indian schooling at the Inter-American conference in Pátzcuaro, México:
Possibly the most fundamental change which has taken place in the objectives of Indian
educators grows out of a recognition of the fundamental values in Indian cultures, and a
desire to preserve these values while making available to the Indian the advantageous
element of the dominant culture. Most important of these older culture elements which is
receiving recognition is the native language. (p. 7)
The new reservation day schools funded by the New Deal PWA money seemed to begin
addressing some of the most critical concerns mentioned by the Meriam report (Meriam et al.,
1928; Reyhner & Eder, 2017). Four of these new schools were even built in a traditional Hogan
design, “grouped in twos and threes connected by covered cement walks, and modern windows
[to] let in the bright sunshine and plenty of fresh air” (Hegemann, 1963, p. 380), much to the
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appreciation of students and resident teachers. Systemwide reforms included the expansion of
training Native teachers on land use, community relations, health, and tribal culture, as well as an
increasing emphasis in consulting with Native communities for the purpose of making education
experiences more relevant to the lives of students (Reyhner & Eder, 2017). Additionally, the
Indian office hired anthropologists and other cultural experts as educational consultants and
training guides.
The Indian New Deal also included the passing of the Johnson-O’Malley Act (JOM)
(1934), authorizing the secretary of the interior to “enter into contracts with states or territories to
pay them for providing services to Indians rather than having to deal with each public school
district individually, as had been done since 1891” (Reyhner & Eder, 2017, p. 241). The
legislation was designed to help offset costs of tax-exempt Natives entering public schools and
other services, such as healthcare and agricultural assistance. The leading motivation of the law,
however, was to encourage the utilization of the public school system for Indigenous students in
lieu of providing separate schools for them. JOM would significantly alter the way that Indian
education would be funded, since by 1928, Indian enrollment in public schools had already
surpassed federal schools by a significant margin. Of this, Szasz (1999) has noted:
The forty years between 1930 and 1970 witnessed the greatest increase in public-school
enrollment in the history of Indian education. In 1930 federal schools accounted for 39
percent of total enrollment of Indian children in school, while public schools accounted
for 53 percent. By 1970, public schooling had jumped over three times, from 38,000 in
1930 to 129,000 in 1970, which meant that 65% of all Indian children in school were
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attending public school. Those who attended federal schools in 1970 accounted for only
26% of Indian children in school, or a total of 51,000. (p. 89)
Many school districts were eager to receive the federal subsidies, though they were not as
enthusiastic about providing the required cultural support services that would allow for
successful transition. Some educators were even openly resistant to the notion altogether.
According to Szasz (1999),
Whereas Bureau educators suggested that new Indian pupils might need individual
guidance, rural teachers who had to conform to the attitudes of the local populace often
found it difficult to regard their Indian pupils with even ordinary civility and kindness.
(p. 101).
While teachers recruited under Collier and Beatty had the administration’s new goals in
mind, there was still ample resistance to radical changes taking place (Reyhner & Eder, 2017;
Szasz, 1999). Some resented the new direction in favor of old methods and many blatantly
disagreed with emphasis on prioritizing bilingual education and cultural relevance. In contrast,
some felt that the survival of Native Americans was solely due to the heroics of the CollierBeatty administration’s approach, such as Wilcomb E. Washburn, director of the American
Studies Program at the Smithsonian Institution (Philp, 1986). Historian, activist, and Cahuilla
Native, Rupert Costo criticized the Indian Reorganization Act (1934) as another failed attempt to
colonize, dubbing it the “Indian Raw Deal” (as cited in Fixico, 2008, p. 783). Nonetheless, an
optimistic metric determining age-appropriate grade level performance indicated that Indigenous
students had jumped from 6% in 1928 to 36% in 1946 (Peterson, 1948).
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With the number of boarding schools decreasing, and a fundamental shift in Indian
education beginning to veer away from traditional assimilationist philosophy, vestiges of a cruel
past were stubbornly persistent in many schools, such as whippings and the long-term practice of
censoring student letters home (Reyhner & Eder, 2017). Though many Natives also benefitted
from mainstream New Deal programs—like the PWA and the Civilian Conservation Corps—
most of the gains in Indian education were wiped out once the U.S. entered World War II, as
funding was diverted to the war effort, much to the disappointment of Native Americans who
began to see a quality of education they had long been denied (Reyhner & Eder, 2017; Szasz,
1999).
Termination and Relocation
The end of World War II brought about a decidedly conservative shift in domestic
politics, critical of recent Indian policy and the progressive education movement “for its
optimistic humanitarianism, its essential naturalism, its overwhelming utilitarianism and its
persistent anti-formalism” (Cremin, 1961, p. 325). Immediately following the war, the
termination era began, characterized by systematic efforts to end tribal sovereignty, trusteeship
over reservations, and tax exemption (Szasz, 1999). Reaching its height during the Dwight D.
Eisenhower administration and assisted by a conservative Congress, termination and relocation
policies provoked unprecedented resistance and activism from Native peoples demonstrating a
fierce determination to preserve identity and culture (Reyhner & Eder, 2017). In addition to
wanting to “reduce big government” (p. 249), conservative leadership such as Joseph Bruner,
president of the American Indian Federation—a coalition formed specifically to oppose
progressive Indian policy—claimed that the Indian Reorganization Act (1934) was “in principle
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communistic, subversive, and dangerous to our Nation, not only among the Indians, but all other
Americans” (Reyhner & Eder, 2017, p. 249). Such ideas were greatly aided by the fear-stoking
seen with the onset of the Cold War period.
In 1944, the House Select Committee to Investigate Indian Affairs and Conditions
criticized reservation day schools and cross-cultural approaches implemented by the CollierBeatty administration, recommending a return to the off-reservation boarding schools (Szasz,
1999). In addition to pressure from Congress, as well as deteriorating conditions and a lack of
funding curtailed by war budgeting and personnel demands, many community day schools
closed—and with them, the innovative methods that had just begun to take hold. By 1944, nearly
20 day schools had closed on the Diné reservation alone. The committee’s report suggested that
students who attended these types of schools suffered from the “handicap of having to spend
their out of school hours in tepees, in shacks with dirt floors and no windows, in tents, in
wickiups, in Hogans where English is never spoken . . . and where there is sometimes an active
antagonism or an abysmal indifference to the virtues of education” (p. 109). Echoing Pratt’s 19th
century education philosophy to “kill the Indian, save the man” (Churchill, 2004, p. 14), the
report concluded that the only way for children to accept and appreciate “the white man’s way of
life” was through off-reservation boarding schools (Szasz, 1999, p. 109). By dismissing the
merits of day schools, the report represented a stark departure from the education approach of the
Indian New Deal and a return to “De-Indianizing the Indian” (p. 110).
A rapid shift in postwar attitudes facilitated a full pendulum swing from the recognition
and encouragement of Indigenous culture toward assimilation and urbanization. Eisenhower’s
administration oversaw a Congress that passed several measures toward general termination of
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Bureau services, and the establishment of a termination timeline for individual tribes. This
provoked ardent coalition building and developed a unifying force that propelled Native
Americans into an effective resisting entity, most notably with the forming of the National
Congress of American Indians (NCAI) in 1944 (Reyhner & Eder, 2017). The NCAI represented
a stalwart oppositional presence in the face of a Congress that would have been more successful
in their drive toward termination were it not for effective Indian leadership. The anti-termination
campaign of NCAI president and Coeur d’Alene Native, Joseph R. Garry established valuable
precedents, emboldening an all-consuming strategy including “extensive travel, testimony before
congressional committees, all-night sessions, and overlapping committee meetings” (Szasz,
1999, pp. 113-114). Szasz (1999) observed that “the growth of interest in education, which
developed during the war, and the knowledge of how to achieve control of education . . . was
gained in large part in the termination period” (p. 114).
Willard Beatty would remain with the Bureau for a brief time longer, but his days were
numbered as the vigor of the termination policy in Congress intensified (Reyhner & Eder, 2017).
The innovative programs of the New Deal were gradually losing support and funding, affecting
not only community day schools but also cross-cultural programs, bilingual education, and inservice training programs for teachers (Szasz, 1999). Enduring the conservative wave until 1950,
Beatty resigned from his post after his position was stripped of its authority by the new
appointment to Commissioner of Indian Affairs, Dillon S. Myer. Under conservative leadership
and a return to 19th century Indian education policies, the dramatic shrinking of congressional
funding began to predictably limit educational programs ushering a return to a pre-Meriam
Report interpretation of education.
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Beatty was succeeded by Hildegard Thompson, of particular notability, for directing the
Navajo Special Program, which addressed the dissolution of academic opportunities for
thousands of Diné children in the postwar period, many of whom included teenagers who had
never experienced a classroom setting in their lives (Reyhner & Eder, 2017). Thompson
prioritized instruction in native language, cultural relevance, and meeting the distinct needs of
students whose education had been interrupted or revoked completely as a result of the war. As
Education Director for the BIA between 1952 and 1965—under the direction of Myers and
eventual successor Glen L. Emmons—Thompson was forced to make tough compromises under
a Bureau determined to decentralize and discontinue educational programs started under Beatty.
With reduced authority, Thompson made incremental adjustments where she could, including
increasing student enrollment, reducing the high school dropout rate, providing teachers with
cultural orientations, adjusting high school curricula toward college preparation and vocational
training, and continuing the publication of the BIA newsletter Indian Education (Reyhner &
Eder, 2017; Szasz, 1999).
Recognizing her patience and perseverance despite the termination era BIA, Beatty
remarked that Thompson could “bend farther without breaking than anyone I have ever seen” (as
cited in Szasz, 1999, p. 124). Alas, when John F. Kennedy appointed Philleo Nash as
Commissioner of the BIA in 1961, and the termination era was nearing its end, Thompson
ultimately failed to meaningfully shift her goals in the direction of self-determination. Under the
Nash administration, Thompson conceivably would have been able to initiate measures such as
the introduction of Native American culture in federal schools, yet merely continued to address
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her limited goals initiated in the termination period under Myers and Emmons (Reyhner & Eder,
2017).
Following Thompson’s resignation in November of 1965, the Bureau of Indian Affairs
began to shift its focus for the position going forward (Szasz, 1999). For the first time since Ely
S. Parker in the late 19th century, a Native American was appointed to Commissioner of Indian
Affairs in the spring of 1966. Lyndon B. Johnson’s appointment of Oneida Native, Robert L.
Bennett was not only monumental for Indian policy in this state of transition, but the following
appointments of Mohawk-Sioux, Louis R. Bruce in 1969, and Athabaskan, Morris Thompson in
1973, established a clear precedent for the position going forward. Since then, the Commissioner
of Indian Affairs has been represented by a Native American.
The Rise of Self-Determination
With the civil rights movement of the sixties garnering increasing attention on the
injustices of minoritized groups in the United States, the national ethos was shifting. In a time
that witnessed the charismatic and impassioned oration from leaders like Martin Luther King Jr.
and Malcom X, coupled with the graphic imagery of racism toward people of color being
broadcast on television screens across the country, a groundswell of Indian leadership
emboldened by recent experience and success resisting termination policy unleashed a tenacious
resolve in the self-determination era (Reyhner & Eder, 2017). Thus, the stage was set for a
growing body of liberatory scholarship, activism, and politics that would deeply influence Indian
politics for self-determination in strategic and formidable ways.
The upsurge in activity from Indian educators and activists in the sixties would ultimately
pave the way for a variety of advocacy groups, active and influential by the early seventies
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(Reyhner & Eder, 2017). The momentum for change in the decision-making and control of
education was greatly accelerated by the involvement of such groups, like the Coalition of Indian
Controlled School Boards, the National Indian Education Association (NIEA), and the American
Indian Movement (AIM). While the Coalition of Indian Controlled School Boards and the NIEA
represented a mainstream presence by organizing, lobbying, and testifying before Congress, the
more radical AIM, following the lead of the Black Panther Party, was active in fighting civil
rights violations and carrying out demonstrations, such as the occupations of Alcatraz Island in
1969 and Wounded Knee in 1973 (Reyhner & Eder, 2017). Szasz (1999) has noted the
implications of this time period:
Since one of the dominant trends of this decade was the emergence of ethnic minorities,
the Bureau was eventually forced to modify its Indian policy to serve the growing selfdetermination of Indian people. While there were other reasons for the rise of Indian
leadership, the national milieu served as a stimulant and thus provided part of the impetus
for change. (pp. 144-145)
A shift in social concern was reflected in the political body as well, yet many barriers
obstinately remained, including a persistent instability of Bureau leadership until the early 1970s.
Szasz (1999) has noted: “Within one decade . . . it took five persons to fill the role that Beatty
and Thompson had successively covered for almost thirty years” (p. 143). Despite the turmoil
facing Bureau personnel and no shortage of red tape, “the Bureau began to respond to the need
for cross-cultural education” (p. 144) and “agreed to contract for the first Indian-controlled
schools, and encouraged further Indian participation and direction” (p. 144). Manifestations of
these goals as articulated by the BIA and the Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) were seen
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in the efforts of Rough Rock Demonstration School, Navajo Community College, and Rock
Point Community Schools (Reyhner & Eder, 2017). The emergence of Indian leadership and
control was facilitated by a variety of political factors, including Congress itself demonstrating
“a combination of political opportunism and honest concern for the Indian cause” (p. 145),
federal agencies such as the OEO, the Public Health Service, and the Office of Education, and a
series of presidential task forces beginning with John F. Kennedy. Additionally, several
appraisals of the Indian Bureau were carried out by a number of private foundations, including
Indian groups such as the NCAI.
President Kennedy’s task force report suggested that greater emphasis needed to be
placed on bilingual training programs and recommended that the participation of parents in tribal
education committees be prioritized (Szasz, 1999). The Brophy and Aberle (1966) study, initially
published in 1961, contained seven sets of recommendations, including the necessity for
Indigenous children to explore their heritage, requiring educational materials that address their
values, history, and culture. Alvin M. Josephy’s (1999) report for President Nixon in 1969
argued for Bureau reorganization and suggested that “training programs, and adequate
orientation seminars in Indian (and tribal) history and cultures should be set up and carried out
systematically for Bureau personnel who work at every level of the Bureau” (p. 89). By the time
Josephy’s recommendations were submitted, Indian culture and language had become
established policy at the BIA, with the next logical implementation including Bureau employee
orientation (Szasz, 1999). Serving yet another reminder of “the unusual foresight of Beatty’s inservice training programs” (p. 148), reforms innovated during the New Deal era were finally
achieving staying power.

117

At the end of the sixties, two key studies would surface, providing the most significant
critiques on Indian education philosophy and policy. The first to be undertaken, the National
Study of American Indian Education, directed by Robert J. Havighurst and funded by the U.S.
Office of Education (USOE) resulted from an exhaustive five-year inquiry from 1967 to 1971.
Constructing a comprehensive synthesis of the USOE study in their book, To Live on This Earth,
Fuchs and Havighurst (1972) cited a “need to re-evaluate goals in terms defined by the Indian
people themselves” (p. 21).
The second study was carried out by the Special Senate Subcommittee on Indian
Education in 1969 articulating its findings in a summary report titled, Indian Education: A
National Tragedy, a National Challenge, otherwise known as the Kennedy Report (U.S. Senate,
1969). According to Szasz (1999), the report “was as grave a censure of federal Indian policy as
the nation had ever witnessed . . . [due to] the fact that many of its recommendations had been
made in the Meriam Report some forty years earlier” (p. 150). The report concluded that the
“dominant policy of the Federal Government towards the American Indian has been one of
coercive assimilation . . . [including] a continuous desire to exploit, and expropriate, Indian land
and physical resources . . . [and] a self-righteous intolerance of tribal communities and cultural
differences” (U.S. Senate, 1969, p. 21). The findings of the subcommittee were accompanied by
60 separate recommendations, “prominent among these were the inclusion of Indian culture,
history, and language as part of the curriculum, and involvement of Indian parents in the
education of their children” (Szasz, 1999, p. 151).
In addition to increased funding, expansion of existing programs, and a variety of
bureaucratic reorganization suggestions, the report produced a scathing indictment of the BIA,
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the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, and leadership associated with contemporary Indian
policy (Reyhner & Eder, 2017). Unsurprisingly, the Kennedy Report was regarded with hostility
by the BIA and within months a rebuttal was published by retired Bureau administrator, Madison
Coombs, titled, “The Indian Student is Not Low Man on the Totem Pole” (Szasz, 1999, p.152).
Nonetheless, the significance of the Kennedy Report was not its authority to render a harsh
judgment of Indian policy, but “whether or not the recommendations provided would improve
Indian education” (p. 152).
The first major legislative victory in this new era was the passage of the Indian Education
Act (1972). Seen as an attempt to address some of the issues presented in the National Study of
the American Indian and the Kennedy Report, the legislation provided funds for supplemental
programs “designed to meet the special needs of Indian students, including the use of culturally
relevant and bilingual curriculum materials” (Reyhner & Eder, 2017, p. 271), while also
requiring schools to involve Native parents and communities in the design of such programs. In
addition to providing competitive grants to public schools, adult education programs, and higher
education institutions for teacher training, the legislation established the National Advisory
Council on Indian Education, as well as the Office of Indian Education under the Office of
Education—which would ultimately become the U.S. Department of Education (ED) in 1980.
With the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act (1975), authority was
given to government agencies to enter into contracts with and make grants directly to Native
nations, reversing the course of 30 years of termination policy that sought to sever treaty
relationships and obligations to Native Americans (Reyhner & Eder, 2017). As a result of the
Kennedy Report, as well as investigations and efforts made by outside groups, the Bureau was
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compelled to respond to harsh yet justified criticism, pushing the needle further toward the
autonomy and control of Indigenous education (Szasz, 1999). Subsequently, the presidency of
Ronald Reagan beginning in the early 1980s would inevitably bring to light an entire new front
by which Indigenous education would have to contend with. Despite making tremendous gains in
the effort of self-determination, the inevitability of a globalized political economy led by the
United States would serve to shrink the concerns of Native American sovereignty and claims to
dignity.
The rallying toward indigenizing education resulted in the broad coalition building
necessary to building an even more robust and unified pan-indigenous movement across the
United States. Education emerged as the center-piece by which Native Americans would
persuasively remind the federal government of its federal trust responsibility. Despite having
established several ambitious precedents over the course of the early modern era, the challenges
of creeping neoliberalism and corporate interests would continue to challenge and obscure the
goals of indigenization for education and self-determination in general. This chapter’s discussion
on the political and historical enactment of an education for extinction of Indigenous peoples in
the U.S. sets the foundational stage for Chapter 4, where the contemporary cultural and political
environment, inclusive to the legacy of Indigenous schooling in the United States, is carefully
examined, particularly with respect to the manner in which the authoritative state of neoliberal
politics and its implicit commitment to globalization, irrespective of the cost, continue to uphold
and protect the coloniality of power.
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CHAPTER 4
THE LANDSCAPE OF CONTEMPORARY INDIGENOUS SCHOOLING
The looking-glass school teaches us to suffer reality, not change it; to forget the past, not
learn from it, to accept the future, not invent it. In its halls of criminal learning,
impotence, amnesia, and resignation are required courses. Yet perhaps—who can say—
there can be no disgrace without grace, no sign without a countersign, and no school that
does not beget its counterschool. (Galeano, 1998, p. 8)
The Struggle Against Colonialist Consciousness
Eduardo Galeano (1998) has cleverly reminded us that the hegemonic worldview of the
West often resembles a reality turned inside out, rife with a trajectory of contradictions and
hidden motives determined to maintain the lucrative inequalities of modernity. Framed within
the aforementioned excerpt exists a duality packed with metacognitive tension underlying the
myriad dissonant qualities associated with so-called First World development. This duality
represents a psychological proxy for the Global North’s—often referred to as the West—historic
and unprecedented accumulation of global wealth and subsequent technological innovation,
made possible by the greatest global redistribution of wealth in history, albeit, facilitated through
the theft of lands, plunder of resources, forced labor, and enslavement (Darder, 2017, 2019;
Galeano, 1997; Greider, 1997). The roots of this global race to inequality run much deeper than
the emergence of the United States as a world super power. Yet the lessons and legacy of
imperialism have been effectively transformed through the coloniality of power and knowledge
into the new instruments of conquest: neoliberalism, global capitalism, and an epistemological
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superiority complex committed to serving hegemonic interests while silencing alternative ways
of thinking.
As Fanon (2004) and others have shown, examining so-called First World development
in a vacuum is a pretentious and nonsensical exercise, as there have historically always been
material and political consequences for the marginalized and the oppressed. The
appropriation/violence dynamic waged by the First World, cogently articulated by Santos (2018),
simultaneously inflicts a cost onto the thieving, plundering consciousness of the colonizer,
manifesting a “perverted logic” (Fanon, 2004, p. 149) capable of turning colonizing trauma
inward (Memmi, 1965). The resistance and existence of Indigenous peoples have countered this
colonizer consciousness for centuries, even when facing seemingly insurmountable conditions.
The dark history of American Indian boarding schools reminds us of this resistance as well as its
lasting impact, both materially and psychologically. Such an impact has likewise defined the
relationship between Western schooling and the self-determination of Indigenous peoples.
The Deep Structures of Colonialist Consciousness
The physical and psychological domination of the West may be further understood within
the ontological dialectic between modernist and traditional societies. Evidenced by the
distinctions of overdevelopment, overconsumption, and overempowerment, the transnational
industrialization of modern societies “have not only left society disparate and alienated but also
the planet exhausted” (Grande, 2004, p. 68), concentrating the bulk of global wealth among but a
few (Darder, 2017). This set of violent conditions, clearly associated with the phenomenon of a
modernist worldview, draws its roots from what Grande (2004) refers to as the deep structures of
colonialist consciousness. The following five criteria, according to Grande, are seen as major
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deviations from Indigenous cosmologies and are observed consistently within the historical and
contemporary formations of colonial domination.
1. Belief in progress as change and change as progress. Both progress and change are
measured in terms of material gain . . . to which there is no limit . . . [through a]
competitive ethic whereby individuals rival for the control of limited resources and
power.
2. Belief in the effective separateness of faith and reason. The separation of the physical
and spiritual worlds establishes scientific and other rationally based ways of knowing
as the preeminent intellectual authority and replaces religion as the definer, judge, and
guardian of the cultural worldview. The bases of modern epistemology are positivistic
and empirical, where reason is perceived as culture-free, and technology as
neutral. . . .
3. Belief in the essential quality of the universe and of “reality” as impersonal. Secular,
material, mechanistic, and unrelativistic. The material entities of the cosmos are
perceived entirely as the product of mechanistic principles having no special
relationship with human existence or divine reality. . . .
4. Subscription to ontological individualism. This assumption is most often linked to the
Cartesian idea of the self-constituting individual whereby the self is viewed as the
basic social unit. Individuals in possession of high degrees of independence and
autonomy are considered to be the ideals of “health”. . . .
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5. Belief in human beings as separate from and superior to the rest of nature. Human
beings are perceived to have dominion over nature and all beings incapable of
rational thought. (p. 69)
The implications that colonialist consciousness hold for schooling follow similar form,
through the habituation of learned social and behavioral patterns that prioritize independence,
achievement, secular humanism, detachment from sources of local and personal knowledge, and
detachment from nature. Grande (2004) has found that, as a consequence, “children are
encouraged to develop as progressive, competitive, rational, material, consumerist, and
anthropocentric individuals” (p. 71). Not only are the ancestral knowledge systems and values of
Indigenous epistemologies and cosmologies distinctly divergent from the aforementioned
qualities of colonialist consciousness, such values are rather “reified as deficiencies within the
hierarchical structures of Western hegemony” (p. 72). An examination of the core values of the
West, having become firmly embedded and legitimated through modern American schooling—
including a vast number of Indigenous education projects—is essential in highlighting the
discrepancy between Western and Indigenous consciousness. Such a distinction is crucial in
interrogating the virulent persistence of material and epistemological conflict between such
worldviews. While this divergence in thought lays out a distinctive map of conceptual
understandings of the universe from different traditions, the distinctions of the West highlight an
insightful and even prescient caution, framed by myriad Indigenous teachings regarding the
capability of the values of colonial consciousness to mutate into insidious forms of exclusion and
domination.
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The Legacy of the “Soul Wound”
It is essential to recognize the extensive changes and varying stages of evolution that
have endeavored to address Indigenous education over the past century, yet “Indian students
continue to be disproportionately affected by poverty, low educational attainment, and limited in
access to educational opportunities than other students” (Beaulieu, 2000, p. 33). Contemporary
Indigenous education presents a specific and formidable array of challenges to educators,
policymakers, and communities, given a staggering volume of prevailing oppressive conditions.
Concurrently, prevalent discourses regarding such conditions tend to misplace responsibility by
ascribing blame solely on the individual rather than initiate a critical interrogation of oppressive
hegemonic systems as the impetus for the centuries-long hazardous production of the various
risk factors exacerbating the social and material conditions of Indigenous communities (Duran et
al., 1998).
Poverty. An abundance of rigorous reports and studies have documented the detrimental
impact of poverty on educational opportunity, the widening income achievement gap, and their
vast consequences (Autor, Katz, & Kearney, 2008; Bailey & Dynarski, 2011; Belley & Lochner,
2007; Coleman et al., 1966; Duncan & Murnane, 2011; Hendel, Shapiro, & Willen, 2005;
Kornrich & Furstenberg, 2013; Reardon, 2011). One of the first major attempts was
commissioned by the U.S. Office of Education as a direct outcome of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, the Equality of Educational Opportunity report (Coleman et al., 1966). Otherwise known
as the Coleman Report, this unprecedented investigation produced a wide spread and insightful
analysis toward highlighting the relationship between socioeconomic status and educational
achievement. Since then, a rich variety of follow up efforts have proven instrumental in their
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contributions to the overall discourse. Among them is Sean F. Reardon’s (2011) longitudinal
study examining four decades of data which revealed that, as the income gap between families of
high and low incomes has widened, the achievement gap between children in high and lowincome families has likewise done the same.
In examining persistent achievement gaps within and between racial groups, including
access to and the completion of higher education, the U.S. Department of Education
commissioned a nationwide study in 2008, identifying several grave concerns with its release
(Ross et al., 2012). Included is the somber reality that nearly one in three—or 31% of—
American Indian and Alaska Native (AI/AN) students attend high-poverty public schools
compared to the total student population at 20%, and even more drastic in contrast to their white
peers at 6%. Similarly, yet more striking still, Faircloth and Tippeconic (2010) found that AI/AN
persons live in poverty more than twice the rate of their non-Native peers—26% compared to
12%, respectively. Conditions are worse yet for AI/AN children under the age of 18, where
living in poverty is observed at even higher rates at 36%, second only to Black children at 38%
(Ross et al., 2012). Combined with an economically violent politics of disposability, including
inadequate resources and autonomy—a reality that disproportionately affects institutions
providing education services to Indigenous and subaltern youth—the most vulnerable students
tend to be left with endemically meager opportunities available near their home regions. This
phenomenon tends to be especially challenging for Indigenous students in more rural or isolated
areas where options are even more limited (Faircloth & Tippeconnic, 2010).
Multi-generational psychological trauma. As previously addressed in Chapter 3, one of
the more insidious manifestations of colonialism experienced by Indigenous peoples in the
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United States—in addition to political and material oppression and exclusion—has been the
enduring impact of psychological trauma and its systemic neglect of treatment. It has been
widely documented that Indigenous peoples experience high rates of suicide, substance abuse,
homicide, accidental death, child abuse, homelessness, as well as other social and psychological
afflictions (Bachman, 1992; Berlin, 1987; Churchill, 2004; Clarke, 2002; Duran et al., 1998;
Brave Heart & DeBruyn, 1998; Grande, 2004). Duran, Duran, Yellow Horse Brave Heart, and
Yellow Horse-Davis (1998) have affirmed that this staggering complex of pathologies—
supplemented by a distinct set of stress behaviors including anxiety, depression, feelings of
marginality and alienation, heightened psychosomatic symptoms, and identity confusion—can
collectively be characterized as the “soul wound” (p. 341). The concept of “soul wound” has
been known by various Indigenous nations for centuries and is compatible with conceptual
terminology surrounding historical, multigenerational trauma. According to Brave Horse and
DeBruyn (1998), such a complex afflicting Indigenous peoples should primarily be seen as “the
product of a legacy of chronic trauma and unresolved grief across generations . . . originating
from the loss of lives, land, and vital aspects of Native culture promulgated by the European
conquest of the Americas” (p. 60).
Unfortunately, most therapies utilized in Indian country are “a direct derivative of
psychoanalysis: client-centered, behavioral, and other European/Euro-American models” (Duran
et al., 1998, p. 349), while traditional Indigenous therapies are systematically disregarded within
the therapeutic arena, a glaring consequence of ongoing cultural hegemony. As noted previously,
Foucault (1967) persuasively affirmed the nature of this hegemony by identifying the mental
health field as yet another tool of social control. Moreover, Hodge, Limb, and Cross (2009) have
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argued that the project of Western therapy is fundamentally inconsistent with many Indigenous
cultures and often serves as a form of colonization” (p. 212). In contrast, programs that have
employed Indigenous epistemologies as the foundational basis for theoretical and clinical
programs have been met with abundant success (Brave Heart-Jordan, 1995; Duran et al., 1998;
Linklater, 2011; Wesley-Esquimaux & Smolewski, 2004). Duran et al. (1998) emphasized that
until traditional Indigenous therapies are considered legitimate and have the opportunity to be
implemented, “there will be a struggle, and, sadly, the suffering of a historical legacy and
ongoing trauma will continue” (p. 349).
Educational outcomes. Expressions of the “soul wound” legacy can certainly be
observed in contemporary schooling experiences as demonstrated by an array of unfavorable
trends in education. A recent report produced by President Barack Obama titled, Native Youth
Report (Executive Office of the President, 2014), reaffirmed the persistence of AI/AN students
exhibiting worse educational outcomes than the general population in nearly all metrics.
Inclusive of troublesome graduation rates, declining national test scores, elevated dropout rates,
and the implementation of excessive punitive discipline, the report admits that such “systemic
challenges” are the consequences of “entrenched poverty and the troubled history of Indian
education” (p. 13). Evidence of fundamental educational failure in many Indigenous
communities—such as extreme drop-out/push-out rates and issues surrounding excessive
discipline implementation—are not new revelations; these phenomena have been consistently
identified and paired with strong recommendations for half a century (Demmert et al., 1991;
Faircloth & Tippeconic, 2010; Freeman & Fox, 2005; U.S. Senate, 1969).
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Despite a profound wealth of data detailing the plight of Indigenous education in the
U.S., this well-understood dilemma seldom receives the appropriate intervention and resources
worthy of the recommendations developed and implications presented. For instance, Ross et al.
(2012) has identified that AI/AN males represent the demographic group with the highest
percentage of students receiving special needs education services at 27%—three times more than
the national average, according to 2009 data of ninth-grade students. The second largest
representation by percentage belongs to AI/AN females at 19%—more than twice the rate of all
students in total. While historical trauma ought to be seen as a potent threat to the psychological
and emotional well-being of AI/AN youth, the overrepresentation of special needs categorization
can also be attributed to the absence of early intervention services and misidentification due to
excessively punitive disciplinary enforcement.
School-to-prison pipeline. Profoundly relevant to contemporary Indigenous schooling is
the ongoing phenomenon of youth incarceration and the school-to-prison pipeline—specifically,
the pattern of tracking students out of educational institutions and into the legal system, primarily
through the criminalization of minor disciplinary infractions, the presence and implementation of
police force in schools, and the over-reliance on suspensions and expulsions for minor
infractions (Heitzeg, 2009). Intimately linked to mass incarceration and the maintenance of the
prison industrial complex—where the United States has the highest incarceration rate in the
world with 751 people out of every 100,000—this unjust and violent trajectory facilitated by
youth incarceration, disproportionately impacts people of color, students with special needs, and
the poor (Darder, 2017). Furthermore, according to the Annie E. Casey Foundation Report
(2013) Reducing Youth Incarceration in the United States:
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Large disparities remain in youth confinement. . . . African American youth are nearly
five times more likely to be confined than their white peers. Latino and American Indian
youth are between two and three times more likely to be confined. The disparities in
youth confinement rates point to a system that treats youth of color, particularly African
Americans and Latinos, more punitively than similar white youth. (p. 2)
Such a ruthless pattern of youth incarceration has been shown to be directly tied to the
dynamics brought about by “inadequate education, zero-tolerance practices of suspension and
expulsions, and the increased surveillance and policing of working-class youth of color within
schools and communities” (Darder, 2017, p. 27). Heitzeg (2009), moreover, found that the
school-to-prison pipeline is nourished by a variety of hostile educational trends including,
growing poverty rates and declining school funding, re-segregation of schools by race
and class, under-representation of students of color in advanced placement courses and
over-representation in special education tracks, No Child Left Behind (NCLB), high
stakes testing, and rising drop-out/push-out rates. (p. 8)
For students who face suspension or expulsion, the likelihood for later incarceration is greatly
increased, and “[f]or many, going to school has become literally and figuratively synonymous
with going to jail” (p. 2).
A 2015 report by UCLA’s Center for Civil Rights Remedies found that AI/AN students
were found to be disciplined more than most other racial groups, and at twice the rate of their
white peers (Faircloth & Tippeconnic, 2010). Combined with the fact that AI/AN students
experience a dropout rate that is twice the national average (Reyhner, 1992), graduation rates
persistently failing to reach 50% (Faircloth & Tippeconnic, 2010), the proliferation of punitive
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discipline approaches—e.g., zero-tolerance policies, tracking, increased surveillance—and the
increased presence and role of armed officers in schools, have all greatly contributed to the
criminalization of Native youth. While alarming, these trends ought not to be considered
contemporary phenomena, but rather ongoing crises that have persisted throughout the 20th and
21st centuries (Freeman & Fox, 2005). In fact, the development of this pipeline has emerged as a
lucrative opportunity for those invested in the prison industrial complex “to insure an endless
stream of future bodies” (Heitzeg, 2009, p. 7).
The logic that undergirds the school-to-prison pipeline certainly does not exist in a
vacuum. Youth incarceration “is deeply connected to a socio-political climate that is increasingly
fearful and punitive . . . and the rise of the prison industrial complex” (Heitzeg, 2009, p. 2).
Consequently, subaltern youth have been thrust into marginalized existence, imprisonment, and
at times even death as a consequence of the rise of a profit-driven incarceration model (Darder,
2017). On this shift, Heitzeg (2009) has eloquently argued: “Once solely a burden on tax payers,
the so-called ‘prison-industrial complex’ is now a source of corporate profit, governmental
agency funding, cheap neo-slave labor, and employment for economically depressed regions” (p.
7). Moreover, the dog-whistle rhetoric produced by the “War on Drugs” and the “tough on
crime” politics of the 80s and 90s proved highly instrumental in embedding a formidable
institutional foundation for profits to pour in via “corporate contracts for cheap inmate labor,
private and public supply and construction contracts, job creation for criminal justice
professionals, and continued media profits from exaggerated crime reporting and the use of
crime/punishment as ratings grabbing news and entertainment” (p. 7).
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High-risk behavior. In addition to their already severely marginalized status, the
overrepresentation of Native youth engaging in high-risk behaviors persuasively correlates with
the American Indigenous experience surrounding generational/historical trauma, institutional
oppression, and perceived disposability (Churchill, 2004; Duran et al., 1998; Grande, 2004). In a
study conducted by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (2001), it was shown
that AI/AN youth aged twelve to seventeen experienced illicit drug use, binge alcohol use, heavy
alcohol use, cigarette smoking, and getting into serious fights more than the national average.
Despite composing less than one percent of the U.S. population (Humes, Jones, & Ramirez,
2011), the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (2014) found that
AI/AN adults represent 2.5% of substance abuse treatment admissions in the United States.
Demonstrating further patterns of excessive risk-taking, the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services (2001) found that motor vehicle and other accidents to be the leading cause
of death for AI/AN persons in the 15 to 24 age group, nearly three times higher than the total
U.S. population. Suicide is the second leading cause of death with a staggering rate at 2.5 times
higher than the combined rate for all races in the US What tends to be neglected in the discussion
surrounding suicide, as well as other morbidity threats facing Indigenous peoples, is the
discussion of the effects of historical trauma caused by centuries of colonialism (Brave Heart,
1999; Duran et al., 1998; Villanueva, 1989). As such, Duran et al. (1998) argued that “lack of
awareness of the historical legacy limits true understanding of American Indian health status and
fosters the practice of blaming Indian people” (p. 347), rather than examining the conditions and
politics that produce morbidity. Additionally, the literature finds that communities facing rapid
erosion or an absence of cultural tribal tradition observe markedly higher suicide rates for both
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adults and adolescents (Chandler, Lalonde, Sokol, & Hallet, 2003; Villanueva, 1989).
Furthermore, Villanueva (1989) has noted:
For those pueblos, tribes, and individual Native American families in cities for which
their traditions are viable and workable, the suicide rates are the lowest. In other words, if
the culture would have remained intact, we would not be experiencing the devastating
problems that we are facing. The responsibility should be placed in the right place and
some honesty shed on the issue and then perhaps we could begin to ameliorate the
problem (p. 30).
Accordingly, recent work by Indigenous theorists such as Maria Yellow-Horse Brave
Heart (1999), Eduardo Duran (2006), Michael Yellow Bird (2005), Renee Linklater (2011),
Cynthia Wesley-Esquimaux and Magdalena Smolewski (2004), among others have powerfully
articulated revolutionary healing practices that incorporate a trauma response methodology
integrating both decolonization and emotional/mental/spiritual healing, centered by Indigenous
epistemology and cosmology. These intervention approaches have been met with profound
success in addressing the “Soul Wound” as well as cultivating counterhegemonic spaces for
communities. Despite effective application of these approaches, Duran et al. (1998) reminded us,
“[t]his knowledge has been kept out of the mainstream due to the invalidating nature of Western
gatekeepers of literature dissemination” (p. 351), primarily the consequence of ongoing cultural
hegemony.
A Treaty of 1992
In his initial draft report as project director for the Indian Nations at Risk Task Force,
Mike Charleston (1994), a Choctaw, assertively identified the unrelenting nature of
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colonialism—and all its modern manifestations—as the central culprit in fortifying the
marginalization of Indigenous nations through education. In this draft, Charleston (1994) wrote:
It is time for a new treaty, a Treaty of 1992, to end a shameful, secret war. For five
hundred years, our tribal people have been resisting the siege of the non-Native societies
that have developed in our native land. The war is over the continued existence of tribal
societies of American Indians and Alaska Natives. We inherited the conflict from our
ancestors. Our children face the consequences of this war today. Every tribal member has
felt the bitter pangs of this relentless siege. It dominates our lives. It is killing our
children. It is destroying our Native communities. (p. 756)
Despite not being included in the final report, the impassioned plea of Charleston
rightfully placed responsibility with the federal government. Reasoned to have been too harsh for
the political climate at the time, the report still managed to capture a rigorous critical essence in
its final form. The final report of the Indian Nations at Risk Task Force specifically addressed
that Native nations are at risk for the following reasons:
(1) Schools have failed to educate large numbers of Indian students and adults; (2) The
language and cultural base of the American Native are rapidly eroding; (3) The
diminished lands and natural resources of the American Native are constantly under
siege; and (4) Indian self-determination and governance rights are challenged by the
changing policies of the administration, Congress, and the justice system. (Demmert et
al., 1991, p. iv)
Grande (2004) elaborates that while the relationship between Indigenous schooling and
colonialist forces are unmistakably rooted in fundamental disenfranchisement, “the resounding
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message that school reform was merely one battleground in the ‘war’ against colonialism” (p.
20) was effectively maintained in the final report. Profoundly implicit here is the notion that selfdetermination in schools must then be committed to work alongside other revolutionary and
liberatory struggles in seriously addressing persistent political, economic, and cultural exclusion
seen as much today as the past five centuries.
Providing clarity and much needed perspective, Grande (2004) has affirmed that
“centuries of genocidal and assimilationist policies cannot be undone in a matter of years” (p. 17)
and that “systematic oppression, levied at the hands of the federal government, requires an
equally systematic federal plan of affirmative action. In other words, education for
decolonization” (p. 17). Inclusion of culture and native language continue to be the premise of
virtually all contemporary education reform efforts in Indian education, yet, Grande (2004) has
warned:
unless the relationship between culture and socioeconomic conditions within which it is
produced is recognized, the so-called at-risk conditions common to peoples living under
siege will persist. With regard to American Indians, this means understanding that “the
Indian problem” is not a problem of children and families but rather, first and foremost, a
problem that has been consciously and historically produced by and through the systems
of colonization: a multidimensional force underwritten by Western Christianity, defined
by white supremacy, and fueled by global capitalism. (p. 19)
Profits Over People
Despite vapid attempts in recent years, much like the “one-size-fits-all” (Reyhner & Eder,
2017, p. 322) approach of the George W. Bush administration’s No Child Left Behind Act
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(2002), achievement levels have risen in every student group, with the exception of American
Indians (The Education Trust, 2013). NCLB determined to be a defining historical moment by
instigating the proliferation of a precedent-setting flurry of for-profit education companies
insistent on the privatization of public education (Spring, 2018). Complicating matters further
was the Bush administration’s endeavor to privatize remaining BIA schools “using ‘for profit’
companies such as the controversial Edison Schools [which promised] to increase test scores
with no increased expenditures” (Reyhner & Eder, 2017, p. 322).
Not only were these promises unkempt, but the Edison project would ultimately pave the
way for the development of the predatory charter school model as well as the early formation of
the “education industry” (Spring, 2018). Numerous leaders in Indian education perceived the
school privatization scheme as a return to the conservative termination agenda of the fifties, with
the government appearing to relinquish its trust responsibility of Indian education (Reyhner &
Eder, 2017). The political pendulum was no doubt swinging to the conservative right, yet again,
evincing not only a fundamental and widespread misunderstanding of the trust responsibility
between Indian nations and the federal government, but also the by-product of a larger national
movement.
The policy of self-determination for American Indians has survived despite myriad
changes in administration, budget cuts, and even doubts about the place of minorities in the
United States, altogether (Reyhner & Eder, 2017). The neglect witnessed on the reservations has
mirrored that of inner city life, yet the drive to take back control of Indigenous education has
been a steady uphill battle. Despite chronically inadequate funding, 22 community colleges and
74 schools were controlled by Indian tribes and tribal organizations by 1992. Unfortunately, the
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notion of Indian control of education, according to BIA superintendent Loretta DeLong (1998),
“came at a time in educational history when it was translated to mean primarily changes at the
organizational level without changes in the infrastructure” (p. 13).
Though many Indigenous schools across the country have been Indianized in personnel,
many of them have been taught in mainstream schools and bring with them the institutional
experiences, practices, and theories of the West instead of their cultural teachings. However,
successful models do exist and provide valuable examples that can be learned from. Though
characterized largely by a dubious fragmentation of changes within the present state of Indian
education, the schools and colleges actively seeking the reclamation of schooling represent a
hopeful new future, moving in the direction of indigenizing education.
Neoliberal Exclusion and the Coloniality of Power
Over the last four decades, neoliberal policies and practices have resulted in deeply
transforming the landscape of social and material relations in the United States and beyond.
Emerging as a formidable economic project beginning in the late 1970s, it was not until the
passage of NCLB (2002) that it its influence in education began to take hold (Giroux, 2013). A
persistent legacy and vestige of colonialism, the ruthless ideology of neoliberalism has
functioned to masquerade the tenets of liberty, freedom, and human rights, into a powerful
ideology that renders all social and material relations into commodities on a transnational basis.
The modernity developed through neoliberalism and global capitalism—under the
historical influence of Manifest Destiny and the Doctrine of Discovery, where colonized and
enslaved populations were socially and economically exploited as cheap labor and reserve
armies—has galvanized the consolidation of the coloniality of power with an economistic
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imagination that has shifted from overt physical violence and displacement to political and
economic exclusion. Fanon (2004) eloquently reminded us of what this shift looks like when
“Artillery shelling and scorched earth policy have been replaced by an economic dependency”
(p. 27). Galeano (1997) persuasively illustrated this global transformation by linking the plunder
of the Americas and Africa under colonial dominion to the unprecedented stimulus of European
development prompting the Industrial Revolution. According to Galeano (1997), “one might
even say that they made it possible” (p. 23).
Modernity under neoliberalism has resulted in a wide range of staggering effects for the
majority of the world’s population, not the least of which includes: widening wealth inequality,
erosion of the social safety net, free market ethics and deregulation, and other forms of social and
political exclusion (Darder, 2017). It comes by no surprise to most people that the educational
conditions for urban, working class neighborhoods—especially communities of color—have
endured a grim and oppressive history, meanwhile, economic restructuring, postindustrial
conditions, widespread gentrification, and the globalization of the economy have provoked
ruinous consequences. Yet, these conditions seldom receive the attention and serious rigor
necessary within the scope of educational policy discourse. One of the most profound concerns is
the way in which these conditions are tied to a global coloniality of power, observed by the
manner in which class formation as well as those implicit “expectations defined by the interests
of the economically powerful and carried out by the most inconspicuous moral leaders—namely
teachers” (Darder, 2017, p. 9).
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Neoliberal Education Reform
Wildcat (2001b) has rightly claimed that “The problem with Indian education in America
is really the problem with education in America” (p. 9). While racist approaches of the past (e.g.,
assimilation, English-only instruction, and segregation, to name a few) have morphed into more
subtle methods, the influence of neoliberalism into the education arena has produced an
environment today that is riddled with even more inequality than was observed nearly 60 years
ago. Schools are now more segregated today than they were in the late 1960s, in the narrow
wake of the landmark civil rights decision Brown v. Board of Education (1954) (Orfield,
Frankenberg, Ee, & Kuscera, 2014). In addition to the ballooning new reality of the for-profit
schooling era, charter schools have proliferated at a staggering rate and are even more segregated
than the public school sector. Though many charter schools offer a great deal of diversity in the
flurry of alternative models, most merely offer a false hope, despite exaggerated claims of a
superior educational project (Frankenberg, Siegel-Hawley, & Wang, 2010).
With both Democrat and Republican lawmakers uncompromisingly ushering in the recent
wave of privatization schemes in American education, the contemporary debate has mutated into
a vicious frenzy of for-profit approaches, innovating a dangerous new division of educational
entrepreneurship (Spring, 2018). Witnessed in the capricious expansion of charter management
organizations, private efforts to develop teacher preparation programs promising quick fixes,
corporatized superintendents, and market approaches to textbooks, testing materials, and
professional development, the free-market encroachment into education is a contemporary
phenomenon that has been decades in the making. The authorization of the No Child Left Behind
Act (2002) and Race to the Top (American Recovery and Reinvestment Act [ARRA], 2009)
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represent a blind commitment to the privatization of education and has proven to be remarkably
instrumental in opening the flood gates for the growth of the for-profit education industry,
amplifying the interest of investment firms in education, and the treatment of schools struggling
with the historical marginalization of austerity and the threat of closure.
No Child Left Behind (2002). A renewal of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (1965) originally signed by Lyndon B. Johnson, the No Child Left Behind Act (2002) was the
response by the George W. Bush administration to the 1983 report, A Nation at Risk (Gardner et
al., 1983), which suggested that the state of public education was in shambles. Perhaps most
notorious for instituting a regime of extensive accountability and testing measures in the name of
education reform—provoking critics to label it “no child left untested”—the law implemented
punitive measures for at-risk students who neglected to meet the prescribed educational
standards (Reyhner & Eder, 2017, p. 321). This required states to standardize curricula, not only
eliminating the possibility for public schools to reflect the culture of the students they served, but
single-handedly transforming the operational relationships between administrator, teacher, and
student.
Accordingly, No Child Left Behind (2002) favored a monolingual and monocultural
society rather than a multilingual and pluralistic one, placing the federal government’s support—
once again—on the side of English acquisition, not bilingual education (Spring, 2018). This is
evidenced under Title III of the law, specifically called the “English Language Acquisition,
Language Enhancement, and Academic Act”, where the name of the federal government’s Office
of Bilingual Education was renamed to the Office of English Language Acquisition, Language
Enhancement, and Academic Achievement for Limited English Proficient or shortened simply to
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the Office of English Language Acquisition (NCLB, 2002, Title III). While limited exceptions
were granted for Native Americans and Puerto Ricans, the law mandated that the goal of native
language programs be “increased English proficiency among such children” (§ 6916). While No
Child Left Behind (2002) failed to achieve its goal to close student achievement gaps, it
succeeded remarkably in privatizing large swaths of the public education landscape, dismantling
public schools to commodify them, while prompting the creation of a formidable education
industry riddled with entrepreneurs and lobbyists alike (Spring, 2018).
Race to the Top and Common Core. Much to the benefit of the newly invigorated
education industry, the attempt of Barack Obama’s administration in addressing education
reform fell squarely in the same camp as the conservative reform efforts made previously.
Accordingly, President Obama’s Race to the Top (ARRA, 2009) grant initiative super-charged the
development of charter schools by providing incentives to States that increased their charter
school numbers (Spring, 2018). The legislation likewise resulted in a lucrative opening for
investment companies, as many of the policies were actually written by investment bankers from
the political action committee, Democrats for Education Reform. According to Spring (2018):
there is money to be made selling products to fulfill the Race to the Top, such as analytic
education platforms, software and services to help use the data for “value-added” teacher
and principal evaluations, and providing services to help integrate the Common Core
State Standards into local curricula. (p. 31)
Similarly, Common Core State Standards prompted a down pour of textbooks, software
and professional development to guide local schools in their implementation of the standards.
For example, the dark new reality that includes the New York State Board of Regent’s
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purchasing English/Language Arts and Mathematics curricula aligned with the Common Core
State Standards for $28,335,642 has become all too common as “the cost of business” in
contemporary education (Spring, 2018). Amid the predatory frenzy of contractors and
subcontractors, scenarios such as this have become the new norm in the era of for-profit
schooling. Companies like Core Knowledge Foundation and Public Consulting Group—
responsible for marketing and selling curricular products—represent prime examples of
companies created primarily to exploit government spending for education.
Neoliberal Globalization
From romanticized notions of Manifest Destiny, and the Doctrine of Discovery before
that, emerged the dominating ideology of neoliberal globalization. A logical extension of
historical exploitation, Greider (1997) has argued that the “centuries of global conquest and
economic colonization were integral to the rise of industrial capitalism in Europe and North
America” (p. 19). As a result, unprecedented levels of wealth and production were accumulated,
with almost none of the returns shared with laborers. “In fact, the global economy long ago
consigned most regions of the world to lowly status as commodity producers” (p. 19). For most
of the world, globalization began in 1492, accompanied by the development of modern
expressions of coloniality, exclusion, and disposability through conquest and other violent
systems of subjugation.
Defined by McChesney (1998) as “the process whereby capitalism is increasingly
constituted on a transnational basis, not only in the trade of goods and services but, even more
important, in the flow of capital and the trade in currencies and financial instruments” (p. 1),
globalization structurally and psychologically has grown to serve the expanding interests of
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neoliberal priorities. Deceptively embedded in the social and political dynamics of the West,
Ross & Gibson (2007) recognize the ominous influence of neoliberalism whereby it is
embraced by parties across the political spectrum, from right to left, in that the interests
of wealthy investors and large corporations define social and economic policy. The free
market, private enterprise, consumer choice, entrepreneurial initiative, deleterious effects
of government regulation, and so on, are the tenets of a neoliberalism. Indeed the
corporate-controlled media spin would have the public believe that the economic
consequences for neoliberal economic policy, which serves the interests of the wealthy
elite, is good for everyone. (p. 381)
Such policies have drastically transformed the economic and political landscape in the US and
abroad accompanied by the production of clusters of unequal social relations, driving further
inequality and exclusion. Ellen Meiksins Wood (1998) argued that neoliberal globalization does
not necessarily reflect a major shift in the logic of capitalism, but rather “the consequences of
capitalism as a comprehensive system . . . capitalism itself reaching maturity” (p. 47).
Economic imperialism. The expansion and influence of neoliberal globalization in the
United States observed a remarkable acceleration in the 1980s under the trickle-down economic
priorities of the Reagan administration—including laissez faire economic theories such as
monetarism and supply side theory—promoted by influential Chicago School economist and
economic advisor Milton Friedman (O’Brien, 2017). Characterized largely by “reductions in
social welfare spending, deregulation of the economy, and tax cuts for the wealthy” (Scham,
2017, p. 205), Reaganomics represented a discernable swing away from Keynesian economics
toward a neoliberalized political economy, provoking rising levels of poverty and widening
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inequality. Most dramatically, this form of neoliberalism led to the extensive revision of public
policy to be “more consistent with market logic in the name of better promoting marketcompliant behavior” (p. 202). Consequently, as Darder (2017) has argued, “human problems that
once were debated as domestic concerns such as labor, housing, citizenship, and even education,
were converted into the economistic terms of globalization” (p. 2).
By the late 1980s, globalization had become euphemistic for economic imperialism,
accompanied by ruthless methods of capital accumulation (Darder, 2017). To that end, Scham
(2017) has argued, “growing poverty and inequality were not unintended as much as they were
defining features of a system . . . that produced winners and losers” (p. 205). Despite further
culturally democratic demands for inclusion, the emergent gains of the Civil Rights movements
made merely a decade prior were institutionally countered by the free-market rhetoric of
individualism, competition, and personal responsibility permeating policy discourses of
deregulation and privatization (Darder, 2017). Such rhetoric and policy rendered devastating
effects by way of the erosion of the social safety net established under earlier Keynesian
economic policy—whose initiatives implemented effectively demonstrated its capability “to
prevent capital monopolies and sustain a strong ‘middle class’” (p. 24). Consequently, the freemarket logic of neoliberalism witnessed “the poorest people in the wealthiest country in the
world . . . stripped of the limited state resources once available for their meager material
existence” (p. 24). Escalated by the great mortgage debacle of 2006, followed by the economic
recession of 2008, Brown and Black communities once again were disproportionately impacted
and left especially devastated.
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The consequence of such a dramatic transition toward neoliberal globalization resulted in
countless other diverse expressions of inequality and austerity. Darder (2017) has noted that the
effects have been most damaging to laborers, evidenced by “the great downsizing” of companies
in the United States beginning in the 1980s, while the salaries and benefits of CEOs, consultants,
and advisors have intensified to magnitudes of vast disproportion. Under so-called “free trade”
policies—detailed in the North America Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), Central America Free
Trade Agreement (CAFTA), and the United States-Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUSFTA)—the swift transfer of factory work away from the US has been instrumental in
destabilizing the well-being of workers by “perpetuating adverse working conditions, provoking
job losses, damaging the environment, and opposing labor unionization, while fully benefiting
and protecting the financial schemes and exploits of wealthy transnational corporations” (p. 5).
Galeano (1997) reminded us in Open Veins of Latin America, that “[for the masters and the
bourgeoisie] the system is perfectly rational; but for no one else, since the more it develops, the
greater its disequilibrium, its tensions and its contradictions” (p. 4).
Consequently, Domhoff (2013) has shown that wealth ratios today are the largest ever
recorded since the federal government began publishing such data. With the top 10% of
households controlling 85% of wealth—and perhaps more alarming, one percent of households
control over 42.8% of wealth—the United States is home to an economy where the bottom 80%
control a paltry 5.3% of wealth. Utilizing the Gini ratio, an instrument that measures global
income inequality, Potter (2015) has found that the United States is not only the wealthiest
country in the world, but the most unequal industrialized nation in the world. A recent report on
global wealth by Credit Suisse (2017) found that the richest one percent own half the world’s
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wealth, highlighting the growing gap between the elite rich and everyone else. With the one
percent on pace to control nearly two-thirds of the world’s wealth by 2030, the literature finds
that this trend is unlikely to turn around any time soon (Byrne, 2018). Such a premise provides
appropriate context by which to understand what Giroux (2011) has called “Economic
Darwinism” and what economist John Cavanaugh (1996) termed “global economic apartheid”.
Neoliberal multiculturalism. Despite the exclusionary and eugenic nature tied to the
development of the globalized economic order, few exceptions are made in the spaces carved out
for the dominant power involve trendy post-modern celebrations of multiculturalism, where the
service of difference holds either the potential for profit or the reification of power, devoid of
any substantive commitment to cultural democracy. Meanwhile the call for collective social
action and fundamental structural change are systematically disempowered, and essentially
excised from the social and political consciousness. Darder (2017) has argued that this
phenomenon of hegemonic reification is described as neoliberal multiculturalism, which is
ultimately a conservative ideology
that deploys meritocratic justification to explain and legitimate inequalities, enacts a
structure of public recognition, acknowledgment, and acceptance of multicultural
subjects based on an ethos of self-reliance, individualism, and competition, while
simultaneously rendering suspicious or irrelevant discourses, policies, and practices
aimed at the redistribution of wealth and power and the dismantling of social and material
exclusion. (p. 11)
Instead of a truly democratic commitment, neoliberal multiculturalism casts its focus on
the principles of individualism and entrepreneurship as the methods to address the needs of
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subaltern populations, “derailing attention from social and material inequalities tied to racism
and other forms of social exclusion” (Darder, 2017, p. 11). Such attitudes have been instrumental
in protecting hegemonic interests, albeit deceptively and cleverly obscured under the pretext of
democracy, human rights, and freedom (Clairmont, 1995). In addition to its commitment to
economic dependency and political neutralization, the rhetoric accompanying neoliberal
multiculturalism has informed both dominant and subjugated populations of the misguided
notion that “there is only one legitimate way of being an acceptable and free human being”
(Darder, 2017, p. 8). Implicitly ignored is the manner in which class formation occurs and how
attitudes, beliefs, and values are all tied to a global coloniality of power (Grosfoguel, 2011;
Quijano, 2000).
Irreducible to the presence or absence of an overt colonial administration, global
coloniality of power refers to the systems of domination that further the values of imperialism
and colonialism despite the lack of typical features of colonial operations—for example, the
enslavement of Brown and Black people, appropriation and plunder of land and resources,
assimilation-oriented boarding schools. Grosfoguel (2011) has noted that despite widespread
proliferation of the notion of the postcolonial world—not necessarily marked by the presence of
formal colonial administrations—we have experienced a sophisticated international adjustment
from “a period of ‘global colonialism’ to the current period of ‘global coloniality’” (p. 13).
Largely facilitated through advanced global capitalism, such a forceful neoliberal ideology is
effectively preserved and enriched by what Tlostanova & Mignolo (2009) called the colonial
matrix of power, in its deeply embedded hegemony and control of economy, authority, public

147

sphere, and ideology, and exercising authoritative control over what knowledge is legitimated
and what knowledge is excluded.
Correspondingly, the colonial matrix of power is responsible for our present worldsystem structure, informing both social and material relations. While the historical configuration
of such a matrix has evolved throughout time depending on the ruling empires of the age,
Grosfoguel (2011) has argued that our present historical moment spanning the last 500 years
might best be identified as the “Capitalist/Patriarchal Western-centric/Christian-centric
Modern/Colonial World-System” (p. 12). This epistemological hijacking has shown to be crucial
to the ascendancy of the Western global design in its eugenic capacity to “construct a hierarchy
of superior and inferior knowledge and, thus, of superior and inferior people around the world”
(p. 6).
Toward an Ecology of Knowledges
Directly confronting the monocultural logic of Western thinking, the ecology of
knowledges reveals a true possibility for the diversity of world experience and radical
copresence in the struggle against epistemicides (Santos, 2014). By seeking to provide
epistemological consistency through pluralistic thinking and acting, “the utopia of
interknowledge” (p. 188) offered by the ecology of knowledges, essentially consists of learning
other ways of knowing without having to unlearn one’s own and upends the faulty notion that
only one kind of knowledge can exist, disrupting the powerful yet toxic culture of forgetting
(Darder, 2014a) so prevalent in the schooling of Indigenous students. The emergent potential for
varieties of hybrid or mestizo knowledges that arise from an ecology of knowledges are abundant
when approached with what Santos (2018) has called the principle of horizontality (that
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difference in knowledge can demonstrate complementarity in a nonhierarchical way) and the
principle of reciprocity (that all knowledges are innately incomplete yet strengthen each other
through mutual integration). Born in struggle in its resistance to coloniality, such thinking holds
emancipatory transformative potential in expanding the cognitive horizon of decolonization.
From this epistemological viewpoint, Santos (2014) illustrates that “modern capitalist
societies are characterized as favoring practices in which the forms of scientific knowledge
prevail” (p. 188). Much to the detriment of oppressed and economically vulnerable Indigenous
communities, the process and production of scientific knowledge often aide in shaping the
dynamics of appropriation (e.g., incorporation, co-optation, assimilation) and violence (e.g.,
physical, material, and human destruction). Given the capitalist impulse for the commodification
of modern science and the subsequent reductionism of its knowledge to a market value, the threat
of hegemonic domination of scientific knowledges is significant, while simultaneously limiting
the prospect of scientific pluralism. Even more hazardous to the global project of social
emancipation and the struggle against exclusion, the reality that scientific knowledge is never
socially distributed equitably—impossible under the conditions of global capitalism—as well as
the interventions provided by its developments in the real world often only serve the social
groups that have the economic and political access to its benefits (Santos, 2014).
This is not to say that there is no room for science within the ecology of knowledges, nor
does it mean that the credibility of nonscientific knowledges improves with the discrediting of
scientific ones. The ecology of knowledges affords the utilization of modern science within the
broader context of dialogue with other forms of knowledge, precluding the temptation and open
hazards of monoculture. Santos (2014) has claimed that in such conditions, the use of scientific
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knowledge can actually become counterhegemonic. What is rejected within the Western
authority of modern science is its fundamental claim to “the monopoly of rigor, that is to say, its
pretension to being the only valid kind of knowledge” (Santos, 2018, p. 45).
The Abyssal Divide
Given the systematic perpetuation of dichotomizing superior and inferior value
designations applied to both knowledge and people, modern Western thinking ought to be
understood as an expression of abyssal thinking, constituting a system negotiating visible and
invisible distinctions undergirding social relations. Such a division has been termed by Santos
(2014) as the abyssal divide, where the “other” is rendered invisible or irrelevant along the lines
of the hegemonic worldview. As such, abyssal thinking involves the implication that “whatever
is produced as nonexistent is radically excluded because it lies beyond the realm of what the
accepted conception of inclusion considers to be its other” (p. 118). Equating modern Western
thinking to abyssal thinking, Santos (2014) has noted that such a system involves the negotiation
of these visible and invisible distinctions,
the invisible ones being the foundation of the visible ones. The invisible distinctions are
established through radical lines that divide social reality into two realms, the realm of
“this side of the line” and the realm of “the other side of the line.” The division is such
that “the other side of the line” vanishes as reality, becomes nonexistent, and is indeed
produced as nonexistent. (p. 114)
Abyssal thinking requires epistemological authority at the expense of the copresence of
other ways of knowing, rendering the realities on the “other side of the line” irrelevant and even
problematic. This authority is facilitated and maintained through each of the two great domains

150

of science and law, in that “the divisions carried out by the global lines are abyssal to the extent
that they effectively eliminate whatever realities are on the other side of the line” (Santos, 2014,
p. 120). While abyssal thinking administers eugenic judgment in the negotiation of what is
deemed true and false, it also wields its power in the domain of law by controlling what is legal
and what is not. This is especially pertinent to vulnerable Indigenous, migrant, and other
subaltern communities, where open confrontation and resistance to oppressive legal powers
could mean facing consequences of punitive austerity—such as the deprival of an already
imposed economic dependency or deportation of the undocumented—leaving such populations
to mere passive resistance.
Concerning the field of epistemology in the West, abyssal thinking can be seen with the
insistence of modern science to be granted “the monopoly of the universal distinction between
true and false” (Santos, 2014, p. 119), a phenomenon clearly observed when compared to that of
theology or philosophy, two alternative bodies of knowledge. According to Santos (2014), the
exclusionary nature of this relationship is observed in the very core of Western thinking:
Since the universal validity of a scientific truth is admittedly always relative, given the
fact that it can only be ascertained in relation to certain kinds of objects under certain
circumstances and established by certain methods, how does it relate to other possible
truths which may even claim a higher status but which cannot be established according to
scientific methods, such as reason as philosophical truth or faith as religious truth? (p.
119)
This is not to say that scientific knowledge is insignificant nor unimportant—even when born
free from exploitation and appropriation—yet what becomes problematic is its authoritarian
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nature over the control of knowledge and the systematic lack of recognition that it is but one kind
of knowledge and must work alongside others in an ecology of knowledges (Santos, 2016).
Though tensions still occur between the disciplines of science, philosophy, and theology,
it is crucial to acknowledge that such conflict is observed on “this side of the line”, and only does
so by effectively marginalizing Indigenous forms of knowledge that do not fit within the
distinctions of the true/false dimensions of science or the scientifically unascertainable truths of
philosophy and theology. Forms of knowledge existing on the “other side of the line”—for
example Indigenous, plebeian, peasant, lay, or even popular knowledges—vanish as
commensurable into the obscurity of opinion, intuition, belief, and subjective understandings of
the world. Far from coexisting or even competing with forms of knowledge on “this side of the
line”, these forms have far too frequently and historically become sterilized objects under the
scrutiny of scientific inquiry and classification, not considered deserving of agency itself. About
this, Leigh Patel (2015) has reminded us that the notion of “deservingness is itself a centuries-old
discursive frame to delineate humanness and worth” (p. 11) and is relentlessly leveraged against
Indigenous populations under the auspices of coloniality.
Delegitimization and Dehumanization
In her work, Smith (2012) has argued that the process of scientific classification and
dichotomization of Indigenous knowledge has proven devastating for Native peoples, given that
“research is one of the ways in which the underlying code of imperialism and colonialism is both
regulated and realized” (p. 8). Arising from this so-called encounter, is the reinforcement of a
powerful tenet embedded in imperialism referred to as the principle of order—providing the
underlying connection between “the nature of imperial social relations; the activities of Western
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science; the establishment of trade; the appropriation of sovereignty; [and] the establishment of
law” (p. 29). Additionally, the principle of humanity reveals itself to be yet another means by
which hidden systems of rule are shaped at the expense of the colonized. Smith (2012) has
posited: “To consider Indigenous peoples as not fully human, or not human at all, enabled
distance to be maintained and justified various policies of either extermination or domestication”
(p. 27). Ashis Nandy (1989) has referred to these principles as an underlying “code” of
imperialism, implicating such logic in the development of a deep structure which serves to
legitimate and regulate imperial practices.
Fanon (2004) emphasized the notion of the colonized world as a world divided in two,
existing in distinct confrontation but never in service of higher unity. The difference in material
conditions remains clearly discernable: in one world, developed and fabricated for the benefit of
the colonizers, reified and nurtured by the colonial situation; for the colonized, a famished reality
perceived as “a disreputable place inhabited by disreputable people” (p. 4). While representing
the principal motivation of colonization, the limits of colonial exploitation do not simply end
with the material. Smith (2012) has offered valuable context to such a sophisticated expression
of coloniality:
Whilst colonialism at an economic level, including its ultimate expression through
slavery, opened up new materials for exploitation and new markets for trade, at a cultural
level, ideas, images and experiences about the Other helped to shape and delineate the
essential differences between Europe and the rest. Notions about the Other, which already
existed in the European imagination, were recast within the framework of Enlightenment
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philosophies, the industrial revolution and the scientific ‘discoveries’ of the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries. (p. 63)
In Memmi’s (1965) assertion that “the colonial situation manufactures colonialists just as
it manufactures the colonized” (p. 56), he implicated institutional and cultural practice of
systematic campaigns of psychological dehumanization in the effort to justify domination and
inequality. He described the psychology behind this dehumanization as a series of negations—
involving the hostile rejection of humanity, civility, capability of literacy, language, modes of
thought—ultimately sanctioning delegitimization and the dismissal of order and knowledge of
the colonized. Fanon’s (2004) words have echoed rather comparably in the scrutiny of such a
belligerent pattern of delegitimization and dehumanization, and are worth quoting at length:
The colonist is not content with physically limiting the space of the colonized, i.e., with
the help of his agents of law and order. As if to illustrate the totalitarian nature of colonial
exploitation, the colonist turns the colonized into a kind of quintessence of evil.
Colonized society is not merely portrayed as a society without values. The colonist is not
content with stating that the colonized world has lost its values or worse never possessed
any. The “native” is declared impervious to ethics, representing not only the absence of
values but also the negation of values. He is, dare we say it, the enemy of values. (p. 6)
Systemic cognitive injustices situated deep within the oppressive structures of
colonialism and imperialism have indisputably provoked complete disorder to Indigenous
peoples, including having been stripped of their true histories, landscapes, languages, social
relations, and ways of thinking, feeling, and interacting with the world (Fanon, 2004; Nandy,
1989; Smith, 2012). Smith (2012) has referred to this as a process of systematic fragmentation

154

and has illustrated that it can be unmistakably observed in the disciplinary dichotomization of
Indigenous cosmology in museums, libraries, and bookshops: “bones, mummies and skulls to the
museums, art work to private collectors, language to linguistics, ‘customs’ to anthropologists,
beliefs and behaviors to psychologists” (p. 29). Accordingly, Dunbar-Ortiz (1984) has shown
that the development of anthropological social science in North America has received a great
deal of government support, leading to rapid weaponization as a government tool for the control
of domestic Indigenous populations as well as for imperialist purposes in Latin America, Africa,
and Asia.
This fragmented reality, as a hostile consequence of imperialism, has produced
overwhelming challenges in the struggle for self-determination and the telling and re-telling of
one’s own stories, histories, culture, and ways of thinking and knowing. Not only have these
realities been systematically suppressed and scorned—as a means to subjugate the colonized—it
is not difficult to see that Indigenous worldviews, knowledges, and histories have likewise been
fundamentally misunderstood and often negated when examined from Western epistemological
perspectives. After all, as Smith (2012) has reminded, it is through the authoritarian lenses of
imperialism and colonialism that the West “came to ‘see’, to ‘name’, and to ‘know’ Indigenous
communities” (p. 63), a phenomenon with the utmost relevance to the schooling process for all,
not the least of which are Indigenous students.
Metaphysics
The negation of Indigenous views of history and ways of knowing has shown to be a
crucial element in the expression of colonial ideology, yet Indigenous peoples have challenged
and resisted the mission of colonization for centuries—both materially, and cognitively (Smith,
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2012). As we have seen, this negation has been facilitated through the systematic dismissal of
worth and significance by regarding Indigenous worldviews as primitive, backwards, or even
evil (Fanon, 2004). Such a phenomenon, according to Said (1978), is reinforced by the notion of
positional superiority, as a crucial imperialist instrument involving the imposition of ordering
systems of knowledge alongside the production of raw materials and the control of the military.
While this is most certainly tied to systems of domination and delegitimization efforts designed
to subjugate Native populations, it is also worthwhile to examine the fundamental metaphysical
distinctions between Indigenous understandings of the world and the now dominant Western
view.
Understood simply as the first set of underlying principles one must possess in order to
make sense of the world—inclusive to being, knowing, identity, time, space, energy—the
metaphysics possessed by most American Indian tribes, according to Indigenous scholar Vine
Deloria (2001a), include “the realization that the world, and all its possible experiences,
constituted a social reality, a fabric of life in which everything had the possibility of intimate
knowing relationships because, ultimately, everything was related . . . a far cry from the
disjointed sterile and emotionless world painted by Western science” (p. 2). Instead of the
Western insistence on the reliance of general laws, a greater emphasis was to be placed on the
particulars of one’s experiences or the experiences of their elders, requiring an exceptional
memory and a humble disposition in spite of one’s great knowledge. This recognition implies an
emphasis on the psychological characteristics of relationship to the nature, rather than
morphological structure prioritized by Western science. Deloria (2001b) further argued, “Indians
as a rule do not try to bring existing bits of knowledge into categories and rubrics that can be
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used to do further investigations and experimentation with nature” (p. 22). On the contrary, a
major distinction from the pursuit of Western science and its determination to harness nature to
perform certain tasks, “Indians look for messages in nature, but they do not force nature to
perform functions that it does not naturally do” (p. 27).
The ethical nature of Indigenous metaphysics indicates that all relationships have a moral
content, evidenced by the notion that knowledge of the universe is fundamentally incapable of
being separated from other sacred knowledge about spiritual realities. Deloria (2001b) noted that
two dominant concepts within Indigenous metaphysics are power and place: power being a
spiritual life force or living energy that inhabits the universe; and place being the relationship of
things to one another. The combined dimensions of power and place produce the concept of
personality, indicating that not only is the universe alive but also personal, and therefore must be
approached in a relational manner. Wildcat (2001d) has pointed out that experiential metaphysics
in Indigenous communities ought to be understood as the basis for living well in the world—
attentively, respectfully, and responsibly (p. 52).
Alternatively, the metaphysics of Western science, reductionist in nature and exaggerated
in its precision in the understanding of natural phenomena holistically, forces reduced
mechanisms into predetermined categories that struggle in the synthesis of a collective
worldview. In critically examining the limitations and implicit arrogance of Western intelligence,
Eastern scholar Alan Watts (1991) eloquently addressed the overconfidence regarding its claims
to understanding how the world works:
This is an astonishing jump to conclusions for a being who knows so little about himself,
and who will even admit that such sciences of the intelligence as psychology and
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neurology are not beyond the stage of preliminary dabbling. For if we do not know even
how we manage to be conscious and intelligent, it is most rash to assume that we know
what the role of conscious intelligence will be, and still more that it is competent to order
the world. (p. 2)
To be clear, Western scientific methodologies have indeed shown to be capable in its
metaphysical inquiry of a great deal of conceptual knowledge regarding time, space, and
energy—yet even these concepts can be problematized within the scope of its narrow view.
However, this is not to overshadow the reality that entire realms of human and non-human
experiences in the world have been concurrently marginalized and declared unknowable based
on the limitations of the Western scientific methodology.
The dialectic between the metaphysics of the West and Indigenous peoples demonstrates
fundamental incompatibilities in the manner in which humans construct their worldview. Alas,
such differences have been instrumental in the production and mediation of what is considered
legitimate knowledge. Smith (2012) has acknowledged the nature of this relationship:
The globalization of knowledge and Western culture constantly reaffirms the West’s
view of itself as the centre of legitimate knowledge, the arbiter of what counts as
knowledge and the source of ‘civilized’ knowledge. This form of global knowledge is
generally referred to as ‘universal knowledge’, available to all and not really ‘owned’ by
anyone, that is, until non-Western scholars make claims to it. (p. 66)
Somewhat ironically, there has been an emergent awakening to the notion that
Indigenous peoples have possessed—and continue to possess—a considerable volume of
knowledge and understanding about the natural world. Countless examples of this can be found
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in contemporary ambitions to amplify and implement generations-old Indigenous techniques and
knowledge in the Western projects of ecology, sustainability, and permaculture, to name but a
few. Furthermore, in light of an ongoing global climate crisis—anticipating an intensification of
irreversible harm to the earth, if left unaddressed within the next decade as reported by a recent
report by the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (Masson-Delmotte et al.,
2018)—the world looks to the wisdom, courage, and leadership of Indigenous land and water
protectors who unflinchingly challenge the environmental, economic, and even legal violations
persistently committed by transnational corporations in the extractive industries.
Religious traditions and spiritual knowledges have likewise come under increased
curiosity and admiration to Western white spaces, especially. Deloria (2001a) attributed the
gravitation toward Indigenous spiritualities to a variety of social and political consequences
including: the vanishing of one’s own religious traditions; the recognition of reactionary
fundamentalism and politicization found within Western religious tradition; and the attraction of
the integrative nature of Indigenous spirituality and material reality. Such observations
effectively shine light on some of the obvious traps of what Wildcat (2001d) has called a
Western metaphysical schizophrenia, wherein “the irreconcilable duality between facts and
values, most often discussed as the science-versus-religion conflict . . . [yield] for example, the
evolution controversy, human cloning, abortion, development of biological and nuclear
weaponry, use of animals in medical research, product safety testing and so on.” (p. 47). This
failure to produce an integrated perspective of human experience in the world as opposed to a
holistic worldview highlights a crucial distinction that Osage theologian George Tinker (1996)
has illustrated within an experiential metaphysics characteristic of the Indigenous perspective:
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Most adherents of traditional American Indian ways characteristically deny that their
people ever engaged in any religion at all. Rather, these spokespeople insist, their whole
culture and social structure was and still is infused with a spirituality that cannot be
separated from the rest of the community’s life at any point. Whereas outsiders may
identify a single ritual as the “religion” of a particular people, the people themselves will
likely see that the ceremony as merely an extension of their day-to-day existence, all
parts of which are expressed within ceremonial parameters and shall be seen as
“religious”.
In many cases, the values, attitudes, concepts, and language embedded in Indigenous
spiritualities highlight some of the clearest contradictions between Indigenous peoples and the
West. While certainly not limited to these examples alone, the appropriation of Indigenous
knowledges and cultures, historically denied legitimacy, can most certainly be seen as an
expression of indigenoustude, “the mystification of indigenous cultures and knowledges”
(Paraskeva, 2011, p. 3), a phenomenon that engages the romanticization of the Indigenous, while
simultaneously avoiding the fundamental social and political violence brought about by
colonialism. Such romanticization threatens the possibility for self-determination in its naiveté
and willingness to uphold a status quo determined to reify a culture of forgetting, particularly in
the schooling of Indigenous and other subaltern students (Darder, 2014a).
Through systematic fragmentation, misrepresentation, and appropriation of Indigenous
cosmology—imposed by a paradoxical Western knowledge framework that sterilizes and
dichotomizes knowledge according to the constructs of the Western science canon—stark
fundamental contradictions are produced, obscuring the possibility for achieving what Paraskeva
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(2011) calls a critical itinerant position, a transcendent and emancipatory perspective beyond the
fixed borders of Western epistemology. Wildcat (2001b) has claimed that the centrality of the
contradiction resides in “the failure to produce a coherent worldview encompassing the processes
of the world and how we humans find meaning in those processes” (p. 7). Ultimately, this can be
seen in the West’s stubborn rejection of the integration of the physical and the spiritual, so often
presented as diametrically opposed. The consequence of this fundamental metaphysical
incongruity ought to be seen by the fundamental distinction between living in the world and
living on, above, or in control of the world.
The domination of Western metaphysics in schools can be especially problematic for
Indigenous students when scientific explanations, for example, come into conflict within the
teachings and frameworks of Indigenous cosmology (Deloria, 2001a). When the assumptions
made by the Western educational system are deemed correct and irrefutable—such as
conclusions derived from science, or perhaps more generally, any information dispensed by
colleges—vast contradictions arise generating the implication that Indigenous beliefs and
teachings are incomplete or wrong. Confronted with the monolith of the Western canon of
knowledge, Indigenous students are often left to face an education process that represents their
culture and traditions disparaged as mere superstition, infantilized as prehistoric, and
characterized as incapable of understanding the simplest of propositions.
On the contrary, assumptions such as these are absurd given that tribal explanations
almost always produce more complete understandings of the world, as they are oriented toward a
more dynamic understanding of reality than that of scientific knowledge (Deloria, 2001a).
Fortunately, Wildcat (2001b) has offered an optimistic way forward:
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American Indian educators, in particular, unlike their non-native counterparts, are better
prepared and well suited by experience to critically look at the deep roots of Western
inspired institutions and practices. Because of their bi- and often multicultural experience
we can and should explore creative ideas and ways of establishing healthier Indian
communities and sovereign Indian nations. (p. 19)
Challenging Epistemicides
The social and political struggle against the Western eugenic coloniality of knowledge
presents a daunting challenge, albeit one that represents the most effective way to transform
society through schools, its social agents, and the process of education for democratization
(Paraskeva, 2011). Considering that the goals of the institution and practice of schooling have
fundamentally been the socialization of students, it is imperative to examine its ties to the
reproduction of existing social relations. That being said, the process of most projects of modern
schooling ought to be seen as existing on “this side of the line”, furthering and reifying the
abyssal divide while forbidding copresence by relegating non-dominant knowledges and ways of
knowing to obscurity. This is an embodiment, as repeatedly noted, of what Santos (2014) has
termed epistemicides—the eugenic outcomes of hegemonic epistemologies that both secularly
and religiously, violently impose a coloniality of knowledge—functioning to foster and
perpetuate social and material commitments to imperialism and white supremacy through the
coloniality of power.
Epistemologies of the South. As a means to counter Western eugenic thinking, Santos
(2014) has called for the necessity to embrace what he refers to as the epistemologies of the
South, “a set of inquiries into the construction and validation of knowledge born in struggle, of
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ways of knowing developed by social groups as part of their resistance against the systematic
injustices and oppressions caused by capitalism, colonialism, and patriarchy” (p. x). The
epistemologies of the South span a vast landscape of postabyssal knowledges, methodologies,
and pedagogies that generate a radical demand to democratize knowledge beginning with two
fundamental claims:
1) the understanding of the world by far exceeds the Western understanding of the world;
and
2) the cognitive experience of the world is extremely diverse, and the absolute priority
given to modern science has entailed a massive epistemicide (the destruction of rival
knowledges deemed to be non-scientific) that now calls for reparations. (Santos, 2018,
p. 296)
By engaging in a set of tools Santos (2014) called a sociology of absences and a
sociology of emergences, the possibility for ecologies of knowledges and for intercultural
translation are opened, laying the groundwork for emancipatory possibilities. To clarify, the
objective of the sociology of absences involves disclosing “the diversity and multiplicity of
social practices and confer[s] credit to them in opposition to the exclusive credibility of
hegemonic practices” (p. 181). In a philosophical context, the sociology of emergences includes
replacing an empty future with one that has a plurality of concrete possibilities, which are
simultaneously realist and utopian. By utilizing the tools described under the epistemologies of
the South, a genuine opportunity emerges wherein the democratization of knowledges “is a
commitment to an emancipatory, non-relativistic, cosmopolitan ecology of knowledge”
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(Paraskeva, 2011, p. 154), which stands to effectively counter the coloniality of knowledge and
power.
The hidden curriculum. Santos (2014) has asserted that there can be no global social
justice without global cognitive justice since without cognitive justice, epistemological injustices
can endure unabated. Profound to the formation of cognitive justice in schools is the nefarious
impact of the hidden curriculum in its capability to reinforce existing social relations of the West,
including its hegemonic imposition and vast inequalities associated therein. The capacity for
schools to form such a foundational role in the political field of the socialization of students has
been thoroughly documented by scholars for decades (Freire, 1970; Giroux, 2001; McLure &
Fisher, 1969; Darder, 2012; Paraskeva, 2011). Freire’s (1970) profound philosophical positions
on schooling revealed the hidden curriculum as a banking method of education, colonizing
students through vile attempts to program them in the eugenic epistemological traditions of the
West. Given the disproportionate power relations between educators and students, this banking
logic in schools functions as a dominant contributor to the social and political development of
youth (Paraskeva, 2011). Darder (2017) has clarified such a phenomenon: “Through this
complex manifestation of asymmetrical relations of power, cultural hegemony is solidified and
perpetuated through colonizing values, beliefs, and interests, transmitted by the hidden
curriculum of schools and society” (p. 9).
Accordingly, McLure and Fisher (1969) assert that curricular analysis cannot be
decontextualized from the social dynamics that construct themselves daily. This is to say then,
that structures of the schooling process, both overt and covert, facilitate a profound shaping of
one’s orientation toward the social dynamics of institutions of production, including the threat of
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reinforcing existing social inequalities determined by institutional values including: the
maintenance of order, submission to those in power, evaluation, and the acceptance of sanctions,
among others (Giroux, 2001). Consequently, educational injustices provoked by epistemicides
are inherently produced within the hidden curriculum and facilitated by the Western
epistemological paradigm serving to protect the rationality of its hegemonic worldview.
Itinerant curriculum theory. Much of the education reform debate regarding
curriculum over the last century has revolved around the question of what or whose knowledge is
of most worth, as well as the subsequent dichotomization and ordering of knowledges according
to relevance and usefulness. Having not found the answer, despite the insistence and arrogance
of Western traditions, Paraskeva (2011) has called for reexamining the way in which the problem
is fundamentally structured altogether. Rather, the approach must include a deep commitment to
fighting for cognitive diversity. This is fundamentally different than what California state
legislation AB 738 has aimed to do in its encouragement of schools to adopt a state-generated
curriculum in Native American studies. While flaunted as a victory for social justice and
multiculturalism, the law leaves classrooms and schools virtually unchanged, further
hegemonized by contributing to a heavily controlled and eugenic Western canon of knowledge.
Smith’s (2012) critiques regarding the objectifying process of research and assemblage of bodies
of knowledge surrounding Indigenous peoples, cultures, and traditions are of particular concern
here. Furthermore, the assimilative nature of this specific curriculum proposal functions
precisely in how the Western scientific canon expects by maintaining the hidden curriculum.
Actualizing the possibilities for epistemological diversity demands that we move away
from the fixed borders of knowledge production within a single epistemological framework, in
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the struggle against epistemicides. As such, a boundless and borderless deterritorialized approach
is necessary in order to achieve a critical itinerant position, made possible by assuming a posture
that constantly slides among several epistemological frameworks, eschewing the confinement of
any single framework. Accordingly, Paraskeva (2011) has claimed that “One needs first to
assume consciously that (an)other knowledge is possible and then to go beyond the Western
epistemological platform, paying attention to other forms of knowledge and respecting
Indigenous knowledge with and beyond the Western space” (p. 152).
As a decolonizing framework, itinerant curriculum theory (ICT) does not involve the
outright rejection of Western theories, rather the deconstruction of dominant Western views,
opening the ground for profound collaborative work between Indigenous and non-indigenous
solidarity. In doing so, as Darder (2017) has insightfully revealed, “the pedagogical supremacy
of the West is decentered, while simultaneously offering genuine possibilities for decolonizing
and transformative social action—possibilities anchored in cultural multiplicities of knowing that
shatter ethnocentric fallacies of a one-dimensional humanity” (p. 91). Moreover, Paraskeva
(2011) has eloquently demonstrated that itinerant curriculum theory (ICT) requires assuming “a
rhizomatous approach that sees reality beyond dichotomies, beyond beginnings and ends, one
that breeds from the multiplicity of immanent platforms, and from its centerless and
peripheryless position” (p. 176).
Fundamentally, itinerant curriculum theory (ICT) exemplifies an exercise of citizenship
and solidarity, and ultimately, an act of social and cognitive justice. It represents a shift that
requires a creativity and reorganization beyond the political philosophies of the past. Subaltern
philosophers anchored in the epistemologies of the South, such as Smith (2012), Darder (2012),
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Paraskeva (2011), and Santos (2018), have persuasively affirmed the need for this fundamental
epistemological shift by critically engaging in the foundational discourse of how curriculum and
dialogue are configured and practiced. Representing a radical creativity of thought and wellsuited in its capacity to counter colonizing epistemicides, such a shift demands the expansion of
the curricular canon and invites and empowers the Indigenous voice as a powerful entity capable
of bridging the abyssal divide in the direction of true emancipation.
Epistemicidal Challenges to Contemporary Indigenous Schooling
For generations, the theories and ideas underlying Western educational modalities and
practices have largely been embraced and relatively unchallenged by a majority of educators.
This ought to be understood without surprise—especially for Indigenous and other subaltern
communities in the U.S.—given the brutal history of education for extinction and exclusion,
situated within the sociopolitical context of the eugenic coloniality of knowledge and power. By
forcefully authorizing a culture of forgetting, mainstream education engages in a systematic
mechanizing of the reinforcement of Western institutional values through the hidden curriculum,
banking method of education, and privatization and corporatization, among others (Darder,
2014a). The project of contemporary schooling has since undergone an assault on the very
purpose of education in the West, having been effectively “fragmented, ahistoricized,
instrumentalized, and depoliticized by economistic logic [betraying] the very essence of
democratic life” (Darder, 2017, p. 2). Instead of a public good, the institutions of education have
become transformed into a private good, seen as a market commodity that can be controlled,
developed, and sold.
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Education is fundamentally a social activity and ought to be seen as a communal nexus of
creativity and collaboration, inclusive to the whole of the educational community, not simply
those recognized by institutional authorities of education. When viewed as a process of open
communication, education has the possibility for opening the chasm of emancipatory potential
nourished by an ecology of knowledges and a commitment to naming and countering
epistemicides. Ultimately, as Cajete (1994) has argued, this fundamental acknowledgment is
vital in in the realization of a way toward decolonizing education: “It is only in realizing that
there is a tacit infrastructure and then questioning it that a high level of creative thought can
become possible regarding the potential of Indigenous educational philosophy” (p. 20). This is
central to engaging in what Wildcat (2001a) referred to as the indigenization of education,
specifically, “the act of making our educational philosophy, pedagogy, and system our own,
making the effort to explicitly explore ways of knowing and systems of knowledge that have
been actively repressed for five centuries” (p. vii).
While there exist myriad challenges facing contemporary Indigenous schooling, the
following discussion reviews and problematizes an assorted selection of observations and
patterns undermining the potential for a decolonizing indigenization of education. It cannot be
overstated that the epistemicidal challenges facing Indigenous education are not simply limited
to the experiences presented and analyzed here, though they do represent a sizeable and
pervasive structure intimately tied to the coloniality of knowledge and power. These
observations and patterns, many of which are implicit, have been explored deeply by Indigenous
scholars, educators, and experts with vast knowledge and experiences, and deserve to be
explored in greater detail in their own right.
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Moreover, the challenges facing leaders and communities tasked with developing and
implementing pedagogies, curricula, and administration within the scope of Indigenous
education are numerous and varied, necessitating their arrangement thematically. To aid in the
conceptualization of the colonial relationships subverting Indigenous education, I have arranged
such experiences into four themes: Indian control, cultural inclusion, assimilative schooling, and
pan-indigeneity. Accordingly, each theme serves as an inclusive umbrella of experiences,
conceiving the possibility for a wide variety of manifestations experienced by Indigenous
students, communities, educators, and parents.
Indian Control
Though many volumes of reports, recommendations, and interventions for Indian
education produced through public policy have attempted to address the deep weaving of
inequalities on behalf of assimilation-oriented reform efforts over the course of more than a
century, vast insights have been revealed regarding the network of systematic failures
undermining a true indigenization of education. To be clear, Native educators and leaders all
over the continent have been consistent in strongly and rightfully demanding the autonomy and
resources necessary to profoundly address the critically pervasive issues related to the selfdetermination and education of Indigenous students. Despite these repeated calls for the control
of Indigenous education in the U.S., much of the changes that have been implemented have
largely been made through the superficiality of representation alone.
Unfortunately, this shallow interpretation is largely the consequence of a time in
educational history when Indian control of education was “translated to mean primarily changes
at the organizational level without changes in the infrastructure” (DeLong, 1998, p. 13). As a
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result, only fragments of change have occurred in the infrastructure of Indigenous schools. In
lieu of a transformative change to the way Indigenous schools operate, Indian control has
predominantly been defined through a historical context as perpetuating Euro-American
methodology and pedagogy. The Indian Education Act (1972) is an excellent example of this
phenomenon in its indigenization of bureaucratic personnel, parent/community school boards,
and advisory committees while simultaneously preventing a meaningful indigenization of
schooling content and process (Deloria, 2001e). The consequences of this reflect a neoliberal
multiculturalism—essentially, a reform effort that is multicultural in appearance alone, yet
fundamentally still clinging to the oppressive structures of traditional educational practices and
content of the West. With the exception of tribal colleges—who owe a great deal of their success
to both organizational and infrastructural indigenization—the majority of Indigenous schools
have enacted but a fragment of change in the endeavor to indigenize education (DeLong, 1998).
Many Indigenous schooling projects, especially reservation and border-town schools,
appear to be falling further behind the national norms and metrics, and some communities are
responding by implementing new visions and reinventing the basic notion of Indian control in
education (DeLong, 1998; Deloria, 2001e). While it is far more common to see Indigenous
education processes that serve to institutionalize and simply occupy the bodies of students prior
to their release into young adulthood—where national statistical trends forebode a grim future—
DeLong (1998) has emphatically argued that Indigenous schools must engage the full spectrum
of Indian control, specifically:
At the organizational, external level, Indian Control means schools that are governed and
administered by tribal members and where the majority of the staff are tribally enrolled
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members. At the infrastructure level, Indian Control means schools where the curriculum
reflects the culture of the tribal nation, the language, the teachings, and the values. (p. 13)
Alas, the experience of far too many Indigenous students in public schools is a mere
reliance on basic academic support, such as tutoring services prioritizing reading, language arts,
and math. In many cases, computer-assisted instruction is the sole method of remediation and
support. These superficial and culturally devoid interventions are frequently the only means for
the utilization of Title VII and Johnson-O’Malley funds, toward meeting the goals of states’ socalled Indian Education Programs (Love, Kallam, & Price, 2010). Instead of bringing much
needed change, relying on the efforts of superficial interpretations of Indian control only serves
to perpetuate the same problems that presently exist, while endeavoring to placate the voices
calling for fundamental change.
Cultural Inclusion
There exists a vast canon of Indigenous expression and thought facilitated and produced
by a substantial volume of contemporary educators, scholars, and researchers today. With no
clear shortage of culturally relevant materials of which to build, what has become increasingly
more limited are the necessary resources and the political will to effectively implement the
“translation of foundational Tribal education principles into a contemporary framework of
thought and description” (Cajete, 1994, p. 17). Through mindful praxis, the cultural and
traditional knowledges undergirding Indigenous consciousness hold an optimistic potential for
addressing much of the normalized, yet toxic abscesses of Western educational thinking; as
Wildcat (2001b) has claimed, “Curriculum, at all levels of American education, bears the largest
imprint of Western metaphysics” (p. 10).
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One of the more devastating consequences of the domination imposed by Western
thinking onto educational curriculum theory has been the systematic discouragement and denial
of epistemological diversity in the classroom (Paraskeva, 2011)—made possible through the
logic of neoliberalism and its endorsement of eugenic formations of exclusion. Not only has this
proven catastrophic to American Indian schooling, but likewise to mainstream educational
programs by virtue of its lack of imagination, agency, and practicality. Acknowledging that one
of the goals of modern education has been the socialization of students, the narrow views
afforded Western epistemologies leave very little room past the preparatory mechanics for
acceptable entrance into the corporate industrial world (Deloria, 2001e).
With respect to multiculturalism, Wildcat (2001c) has affirmed, “cultural diversity is not
an issue of political correctness but is a geographic, historical, and biological reality” (p. 37). In
fact, the attention to diversity and cultural inclusion reflects an Indigenous sensibility in its
sensitivity to human interconnection with all life on the planet and likewise offers “an alternative
to Western culture’s narcissistic self-preoccupation coupled to an ecologically destructive
worldview” (Suzuki & Knudtsen, 1992, p. xxv). Moreover, the fundamental recognition,
according to Wildcat (2001b), that “we human beings, in all our rich diversity, are intimately
connected and related to, in fact dependent on, the other living beings, land, air, and water of the
earth’s biosphere” (p. 12) and that “Our continued existence as part of the biology of the planet is
inextricably bound up with the existence and welfare of the other living beings and places of the
earth” (pp. 12-13) represents a profoundly held insight distinctive of Indigenous consciousness.
Yet, unless these cultural features are incorporated into a holistic and integrated Indigenous
process of education, “what we have produced is most likely ‘educational tokenism’” (Wildcat,
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2001c, p. 39). Despite persistent calls for cultural inclusion and community autonomy, efforts to
address cultural inclusion have often been shaped by a cursory treatment devoid of integration
potential, serving as marginal supplements to the expanse of the epistemic West.
Cajete (1994) has asserted that access and revitalization of Indigenous bases of education
must occur, “not only in the contemporary classroom, but in Indian communities as well” (p. 18).
Some of the most successful native language revitalization efforts have centered communitybased language learning in saving critically endangered languages from extinction with adults
learning alongside youth (McCarty, 2008). Unfortunately, some of the more pervasive issues
affecting the contemporary vision of Indigenous education find their roots obscured by the scars
of American politics. Instead of developing and incorporating an education approach that
thoroughly integrates Indigenous philosophical orientations, Indian education policy has
alternatively been historically limited and defined through “Acts of Congress, the history of
treaty rights, interpretation through the courts, and the historic Indian/White relations unique to
each Tribal group or geographic region” (Cajete, 1994, p. 19). This has tended to result in a
justifiable tension and distrust between Native Americans and institutions of the West—be they
schools, churches, legal agents, or political officials.
Assimilative Schooling Experience
Historically, the educational interventions underlying the strategic implementations for
Indigenous education—even under the guise of cultural inclusion and support—have almost
always followed a prescriptive role to “provide a transitional process for turning the Indian child
into an acceptable citizen” (Deloria, 2001e, p. 85). While the assimilation boarding school era
and all its associated dehumanizing terrors may no longer be in operation institutionally, it is
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clear that much of its social, political, and psychological impacts on contemporary schooling are
buried not far beneath the surface. Darder (2017) has shown how such a transformation has “led
to the imposition of practices of conformity on families . . . that have often reinforced the loss of
cultural identity through subtle and not-so-subtle forms of assimilation prescribed by the
coloniality of power” (p. 12). Consequently, these assimilative instructions have been discreetly
enacted through the professionalism of the modern educational system. According to Wildcat
(2001b):
Almost all Indian education studies, reports, and commissions have described, analyzed,
and bemoaned a Western-inspired institution built on curriculum, methodologies, and
pedagogy consistent with Western worldview. This much-studied educational system was
and, sadly, remains too often directed toward cultural assimilation into the dominant
society. (p. 19)
As a legacy of epistemological domination and mostly predatory research methods,
“American Indian cultures are among the most studied anywhere in the world” (Wildcat, 2001b,
p. 18). This epistemic tool of conquest can be observed in the relentless flurry of reports and
studies cleverly theorizing and pathologizing on the basis of findings of chronic poverty,
excessive rates of substance abuse, and low-education achievement. Much of modern Indian
education has been detrimentally shaped by this poverty context in the allocation of limited funds
to the implementation of compensatory programs that are designed to address and overcome
longstanding afflictions. Deloria (2001e) is worth quoting here at length:
Thus we have educational programs for every conceivable kind of social and community
handicap and disability. But the products of these programs are often worse for the wear,
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and the best students emerging from them represent but a very small percentage of the
total student population. Compensatory programs fail because they take the Indian
context as the immediate conditions under which Indians live. This analysis is a common
characteristic of the Western way of thinking, but it is certainly not a traditional Indian
way of thought, nor is it the manner in which many Indian parents conceive of education
or of their lives. . . . That is to say, the proper context of Indian education should be
whatever existing conditions are plus the traditional manner in which the tribe has faced
its difficulties. In other words, the proper context is the history and culture of the tribe,
regardless of the present location of its membership. (pp. 82-83)
Cajete (1994) has affirmed this stance by asserting: “Too often, the Indian student is viewed as
the problem, rather than the unquestioned approaches, attitudes, and curricula of the educational
system” (p. 188).
Essentialization and resistance. Conditions brought about by essentialist theories of
identity are of significant concern to both Native American youth and educators. Grande (2004)
has clarified:
American Indian students have indeed internalized the invisible but powerful borders
demarcating ‘authentic’ Indian-ness. On some level, they understand that the problem of
forging a contemporary Indian identity is, in part, a problem of resisting the images and
fantasies of whitestream America. (p. 104)
This can be observed by the common experience of many students exercising resistance to
occupying and conforming to the social and political spaces associated with “whiteness”.
Furthermore, Ogbu (1986) has argued that within the reality of subaltern groups, there are often
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powerful formal and informal sanctions imposed against those who cross over into the “white
cultural frame of reference” (p. 176), leading to active resistance to school achievement goals,
often associated with “acting white” (p. 177). Though associated frustrations may arise for even
the most well-intentioned educators, leaders, and advocates of Indigenous education, resistance
attitudes and behaviors of Native youth must be understood within the context that “the majority
of American Indian students find themselves in white-controlled institutions with agendas of
assimilation and therefore vulnerable to hegemonic norms of identity” (Grande, 2004, p. 105).
Grande (2004) has claimed: “Such courageous but misguided acts of defiance indicate the
need for a politics of difference” (p. 106) while also rupturing universalist assumptions that
demonize other groups. Through situating groups in relation to one another, rather than in binary
opposition, the translation of difference leading to oppositional behavior of exclusion and
dominance can be averted. The development of a critical agency that moves beyond the
“either/or” binary of assimilation and resistance actively works toward the prevention of the
pitfalls associated with the “divisive logic of colonialist domination—one that not only pits
Indian against non-Indian, but also Indian against Indian and tribe against tribe” (p. 106). In
short, although clearly defined notions of essentialism can provide protection against cultural
invasion and assimilative imposition, it is important to recognize that such reasoning can serve to
“confine American Indian students to narrowly prescribed spaces, ossifying Indigenous
subjectivity to the chasms of whitestream imagination” (p. 106).
Metaphysical contradictions. Considering that one of the explicit purposes of modern
education is the effective transition toward institutional life and professionalism, it is vital to
recognize that contemporary schools tend to reflect the same metaphysics informing the
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functions and structures of the economic, political, and social context of the West. Accordingly,
Love, Kallam, and Price (2010) have asserted that most schools tend to favor a disposition that
resembles an “ordered for content and achievement so we can compete with the world” (p. 34)
format. This disposition tends to favor the “logical-scientific” reductionist paradigm of
knowledge construction as opposed to the experiential approach to meaning making distinctive
of Indigenous metaphysics. This is problematic for many Indigenous students, as a great deal of
epistemological adjustment must be made in order to find success in those institutions that
implement dominating Western educational theories and practice. Native students navigating
American systems of higher education must not only acquire a great deal more of institutional
content, but they are likewise tasked with placing that knowledge into their own tribal and
community context, often without necessary guidance or support (Deloria & Wildcat, 2001).
Moreover, students are also often compelled to address ignorant criticism and derision of tribal
knowledge that often accurately explains the same phenomena using traditional approaches.
This can provide somewhat of a distinct challenge for Native youth as the experientialoriented Indigenous consciousness reveals insights into the contradictions and arrogance of a
sterile scientific-reliant picture of the world (Deloria & Wildcat, 2001). Consequently, Deloria
(2001d) has found that “Indian students who come from traditional homes have considerable
difficulty assimilating the practices and beliefs they learned as children with the modernist
attitude of science” (p. 59). A related, but somewhat distinct challenge is observed for Native
youth raised in urban settings whose experience of reservation community has been limited to
sporadic seasonal visits, for example. Deloria (2001d) further noted that assimilation for these
students can prove even more challenging, since they “often believe certain things about tribal
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knowledge and techniques as a matter of faith” in lieu of the absence of their experiential forms
knowledge” (p. 59). In this case, the emergent dilemma is not merely intellectual, but likewise
emotional with respect to the strong desire to recapture the knowledge, traditions, and practices
of a tribal past that has been fundamentally disconnected from them.
The act of countering monocultural forms of knowledge has historically always been
painted in struggle. This ongoing conflict against epistemicidal pedagogical indoctrination is, in
essence, a stubborn vestige of an education process that has historically leveraged “extermination
or civilization” (Adams, 1995, p. 15). Appropriately, an education process that not only reflects
Indigenous consciousness but is situated within the landscape of countering colonizing
epistemicides ought to be understood then as an exercise of self-determination. In this way,
Indigenous education systems present valuable opportunities to address epistemicides within
modern views of education, since this struggle is “well-suited by experience to critically look at
the deep roots of Western-inspired institutions and practices” (Wildcat, 2001b, p. 19).
Pan-Indigeneity
The recognition that there exists no single Native American culture, language, and
tradition, provokes a variety of intrinsic conflicts to Indigenous peoples with regard to education,
politics, and identity. Entangled with the reality that finds American Indian students afflicted
with academic challenges at rates higher than other subaltern groups, a truly distinct and delicate
concern is presented to schools with Indigenous youth (Smith, 2012). Pedagogical methods
offering language and cultural support, such as single-group oriented studies (e.g., Black studies,
Chicanx studies, or Women’s studies programs) have shown to cultivate close links within the
dynamic of the home and school, necessarily reframing a transformative teaching and learning
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process through the lens of ethnic or social particularism (Sadker & Zittleman, 2018). The
closest conceptual approximation reflective of the contemporary Native American education
context tends to involve a more multicultural disposition, promoting different perspectives
situated in a contextual landscape that examines race, class, and culture. Multicultural
approaches, particularly reconstructionist methodologies, have shown a capability for mobilizing
students to examine social injustices and work to remediate them, while practicing solidarity and
building common movements distinctive to a pan-indigenous struggle.
While the notion of pan-indigeneity can and should be understood as holding the
possibility for an empowering and unifying function through seeding and cultivating solidarity, it
presents schools with an intrinsic dilemma that opens the possibility for various forms of friction
and discontent for students. Unfortunately, Western views of pan-indigeneity tend to essentialize
and stereotype, violently working to strip peoples of their own histories, dignity, and agency.
Critical to the experiences of Native students is the reality that hundreds of Indigenous nations,
tribes, and clans within the American continents demonstrate an extraordinary diversity in
culture, language, and tradition despite the potential essentializing hazards of the blanket
terminology Native American or American Indian (Love et al., 2010). Within the United States
and Canada alone, Native Americans spoke between 300 and 500 languages and practiced just as
many distinct cultures and traditions (Krauss, 1998). Today, approximately half of these
languages have survived, despite the large majority of them—80% in the United States—face the
threat of extinction with no new speakers to pass them on (McCarty, 2008). Though many Native
languages are experiencing a contemporary resurgence—such as the heroic revitalization efforts
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of the Diné, Pueblo, and Hawaii nations, for example—most of the surviving American
Indigenous languages endure some degree of serious endangerment.
The obvious challenge that comes with a multicultural Indigenous paradigm is the
inevitable frustration that arises amid the struggle for one’s own distinct cultural and linguistic
representation (Love et al., 2010). Such a premise reveals the fundamental struggle underscoring
the reality that many Indigenous students face, despite the attempts of schools to address cultural
inclusion and the inevitability of being unable to comprehensively address each students’
language, culture, and tradition. This is to say then, that pan-indigeneity and ethnic particularism
are dialectically related (Dunbar-Ortiz, 1984), forming a site of struggle that schools must
address with thoughtful concern and mindful to the needs of the community. Masaquiza and
B’alam (2000) have affirmed that until a curricular framework is developed and implemented
that “unite both the interests of Indigenous communities and those of individual Indigenous
students, we will continue to allow dominant curricula to erase Indigenous identities, or to force
our young people, and our communities, to select poverty over economic and technical progress”
(p. 4).
Accordingly, Wildcat (2001c) has argued: “It is not enough to simply collect oral
histories, study the language, learn the toolmaking procedures, and know the arts and crafts of
our societies. All of this is being done and ought to be done, but we must explore experientially
living in the world” (pp. 38-39). Likewise, Deloria (2001c) challenged us to recenter the focus of
contemporary Indian revival:
These restorations are important symbols of a sense of community, but they must be
accompanied by hard and clear thinking that can distinguish what is valuable in the old
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ways from the behavior we are expected to practice as members of the larger American
society. In this movement it is very important for younger Indians to take the lead in
restoring the sense of family, clan, and community responsibility that undergird the
traditional practices. (p. 46)
Looking Forward
Despite the mass of contradictions revealed in the social and philosophical distinctions
between the West and Indigenous ways of knowing, the liberatory power of embracing a critical
itinerant posture—capable of scaling across a multiplicity of epistemological frameworks—
provides the possibilities for bridging the abyssal divide, challenging epistemicides, and
ultimately provoking the formation of a new liberatory consciousness (Paraskeva, 2011).
Likewise, the fundamental task of indigenizing education is one of creative intimacy with our
world, ourselves, and each other, re-centering the education process as a genuinely integrated
emancipatory project. Wildcat (2001e) has clarified:
The challenge of Indigenous education is to expand the ability of children to experience
the world, the world they are a part of as their home, an environment or refuge of
happiness (with hard work) and love (with respect). We can and must educate a
generation of children who find hope in the landscapes and ecologies they inhabit. (p.
71).
It is precisely this directive that underlies the central aim of the final chapter of this study.
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CHAPTER 5
TOWARD A DECOLONIZING FRAMEWORK FOR INDIGENOUS EDUCATION
This land was Mexican once,
was Indian always,
and is.
And will be again.
(Anzaldúa, 1987, p. 113)
As we have seen, the relentless consequences attributed to the epistemicidal character of
modern Western education are vast amid a mounting complexification of the globalized political
economy and an increasingly deceptive yet arduous struggle for self-determination and all its
associated violence. The colonial condition—persistent in its transformational adaptation and
catalyst for contemporary exploitation—has served to mask present inequities and inequalities
through rhetoric that eludes responsibility and provokes the toxicity and trauma associated with a
culture of forgetting (Darder, 2014a). Critical to countering colonizing epistemicides is the
imperative to reassert the history of struggle and resistance into our understanding of education,
ultimately, by reaffirming that struggle and knowledge of Indigenous peoples against the threat
of negation by Eurocentric modernity. Toward this objective, this chapter explores a new
possibility for a decolonizing curricular framework and practice for Indigenous education,
grounded in Darder’s (2019) principles of decolonizing interpretive research in order to critically
address the pernicious nature of colonizing epistemicides. Moreover, the framework considers
the practices of Semillas Community School and Anahuacalmecac International University
Preparatory (AIUP) (Anahuacalmecac International University Preparatory [AIUP], 2019) to
further ground the discussion and conclusions of this study.
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Decolonization Is Not a Metaphor
In the undulating shifts of modern theories and practices of educational research, it is not
uncommon to see the trendy rhetoric of decolonization employed casually alongside social
justice discourse, applications of critical theory, or multicultural projects aiming to address and
decenter whiteness, for example (Tuck & Yang, 2012). Regrettably, superficial efforts
subsuming the language of decolonization—much like campaigns aiming to “decolonize our
schools” or “decolonize student thinking”—have invaded educational intellectual spaces and
proven to be problematic. When neglecting to fundamentally center Indigenous peoples in the
struggle for sovereignty amid the violent and exclusionary context of settler colonialism, the
superficial misappropriation of decolonization serves as a dangerous kind of reified
domestication. Tuck and Yang (2012) have eloquently asserted:
When metaphor invades decolonization, it kills the very possibility of decolonization; it
recenters whiteness, it resettles theory, it extends innocence to the settler, it entertains a
settler future. Decolonize (a verb) and decolonization (a noun) cannot easily be grafted
onto pre-existing discourses/frameworks, even if they are critical, even if they are antiracist, even if they are justice frameworks. The easy absorption, adoption, and
transposing of decolonization is yet another form of settler appropriation. (p. 3)
Despite even well-intentioned theorists and practitioners, the shallow adoption of such
rhetoric obstructs meaningful attempts at solidarity. Appropriately, the historical memory of
philanthropic efforts of the past—e.g., Friends of the Indian (Adams, 1995)—evokes a familiar
semblance and a poignant caution. Wildcat’s (2001f) apprehension toward such conceivable
exploitation is an appropriate affirmation of the delicate and profound nature of this struggle:
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We have been subject to so many experiments, pilot programs, and policy initiatives that
the first obstacle is to get over a knee-jerk aversion to sitting down to identity goals and
objectives, and discussing ways to meet them. We can do it, but long years of experience
taught us that “our” goals inevitably meant their goals. Consequently, many of us are
immediately suspicious the moment discussion of such things come up. (p. 120)
As such, educational interventions or programs that claims decoloniality while simultaneously
neglecting to address and restore issues related to the theft of Indigenous lands and sovereignty
risk the dangers associated with making decolonization a metaphor.
Settler Moves to Innocence
In contrast to metaphoric decolonization discourses, Tuck and Yang (2012) have argued
that in the settler colonial context—such as the United States, Canada, Australia, and South
Africa—decolonization “must involve the repatriation of land simultaneous to the recognition of
how land and relations to land have always already been differently understood and enacted” (p.
7). Fundamentally, this notion is what makes decolonization so unsettling—even in solidarity—
as it implicates all those who live on Indigenous land. The domesticating impact of superficial
language by settler social justice frameworks is one way in which those settlers, disgusted by
one’s own settler status, enact what Tuck and Yang (2012) have called settler moves to
innocence:
those strategies or positionings that attempt to relieve the settler of feelings of guilt or
responsibility without giving up land or power or privilege, without having to change
much at all. In fact, settler scholars may gain professional kudos or a boost in their
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reputations for being so sensitive or self-aware. Yet settler moves to innocence are
hollow, they only serve the settler. (p. 10)
To briefly conceptualize the notion of settler moves to innocence—identified by Tuck
and Yang (2012) as settler nativism, settler adoption fantasies, colonial equivocation,
conscientization, at risk-ing/ asterisk-ing Indigenous peoples, and re-occupation/urban
homesteading—such themes represent a desire to be made innocent in the specific modes of
fantasy that attempt to rationalize easier paths of reconciliation. When faced with the reality of a
haunting guilt that comes with “[d]irectly or indirectly benefitting from the erasure and
assimilation of Indigenous peoples” (p. 9) these settler moves to innocence—whose
comprehensive analysis by Tuck and Yang (2012) warrant further review beyond the scope of
this study—can not only produce a great deal of discomfort from settlers but also serve to divert
and distract from the goals of decolonization.
With regard to the construction and implementation of a decolonizing framework of
knowledge and practice for Indigenous education, Smith (2012) has recognized that
decolonization must be engaged as “a process which engages with imperialism and colonialism
at multiple levels . . . [whereby] one of those levels is concerned with having a more critical
understanding of the underlying assumptions, motivations and values which inform research
practices” (p. 21). While not simply understood as an anti-imperial struggle, casting an
ambiguous range within social justice work, Tuck and Yang (2012) have affirmed that on a
fundamental level, decolonization ultimately “offers a different perspective to human and civil
rights based approaches to justice, an unsettling one, rather than a complementary one.
Decolonization is not an ‘and’. It is an elsewhere” (p. 36).
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A Decolonizing Framework for Indigenous Education
In the words of Mignolo and Walsh (2018), the fundamental aim of this decolonizing
study “is to unsettle and disobey—not reproduce—the reign of theory over practice” (p. 9).
Coupled with Deloria’s (2001c) challenge that it is “singularly instructive to move away from
Western educational values and theories and survey the educational practices of the old
Indians… [providing] a sense that education is more than the process of imparting and receiving
information” (pp. 43-44), not only highlights essential distinctions from the epistemic West, but
invites a radical departure from the forceful expectations of hegemony. Audre Lorde’s (1984)
well-known declaration that “the masters tools will not dismantle the master’s house” (p. 113) is
indeed aligned with the counterhegemonic vision of this decolonizing project, as well as
Deloria’s (2001c) assertion that “human societies cannot really flower until they understand the
parameters of possibilities that the human personality contains” (p. 44). Indigenous
consciousness has understood and practiced this for generations; yet, prevailing eugenic
frameworks of thought—empowered by the coloniality of power, knowledge, and being
(Maldonado-Torres, 2007)—have endeavored to limit such ambitions in the protection of
Western hegemonic interests.
The nature of this struggle unequivocally reveals the necessity for a fundamental
deviation from Western methods that have historically and contemporaneously limited the
voicing of Indigenous knowledges and cosmologies. Accordingly, liberatory Indigenous
education projects, as this one proposes, aims to disrupt the artificial limits of colonizing
epistemicides, despite the relentless and powerful hierarchies of domination. Central to this
undertaking is Darder’s (2019) decolonizing interpretive research methodology through which a
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decolonizing Indigenous education project can truly be envisioned. The emancipatory approach
of this methodology draws its focus on the systematically silenced and scorned voices of
subaltern experiences and knowledges, through contextualizing the logic of disposability by
interrogating the eugenic nature of the coloniality of power (Quijano, 2000).
While Darder’s (2019) decolonizing interpretive methodology fundamentally seeks to
provide subaltern researchers, educators, and leaders with a research lens capable of implicating
and countering colonizing formations in education, politics, and society at large, her structural
approach contributes a powerful set of principles by which a decolonizing Indigenous education
curricular framework can be comprehensively contextualized. As such, the guiding principles
animating this decolonizing framework for Indigenous education are as follows (See Figure 3):
centering the Indigenous voice; naming the politics of coloniality; demythologizing hegemonic
beliefs; epistemological disruptions and; emancipatory re-readings. By situating Indigenous
education within a decolonizing interpretive framework, a deliberate and conscious
“interrogation and disruption of currently held values, beliefs, and assumptions” (p. 19) reveals
the possibilities for a “reformulation of how the histories, experiences, and lives of oppressed
populations are understood” (p. 19). As such, this framework is intentionally grounded in what
Dussel (2013) called an ethics of liberation, whereby a rethinking of the world’s moral problems
is contextualized from the perspective of the historically oppressed.
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Figure 3. The principles of the decolonizing Indigenous framework. Adapted from “The Decolonizing Interpretive
Research Methodology” in Decolonizing Interpretive Research: A Subaltern Methodology for Social Change, by A.
Darder (2019). New York, NY: Routledge. Copyright 2019 by Routledge.

For over 500 years, Indigenous peoples of the Americas have fiercely and persistently
resisted the forces of colonialism and imperialism, actively wielding the struggle of
decolonization for just as long. The nature of this decolonizing Indigenous curricular framework
humbly acknowledges that situating decolonizing methods within the scope of Indigenous
education is not entirely new in concept, but rather proposes a distinct methodological approach
steeped in the resistance work of subaltern struggles across the globe. Offering caution
concerning potential threats of essentialization and subsequently furthering the logic of
coloniality, Tuck and Yang (2012) have earnestly reminded us that decolonization efforts in
North America are indeed incommensurable with other liberation struggles worldwide, involving
“many overlaps that can’t be figured, that cannot be resolved” (p. 31). Accordingly, the labor of
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this work demands a commitment to a decolonizing praxis inclusive to an ethic of
incommensurability “that recognizes what is distinct and what is sovereign for projects of
decolonization in relation to human and civil rights based social justice projects” (p. 28).
Ultimately, a decolonizing interpretive approach to Indigenous education intentionally constructs
a language and framework from which to anchor the shared and lived histories of a decolonizing
solidarity—emergent from our subalternity in a relational dimension of knowledge formation—
expanding the potential to support and empower our collective social action (Darder, 2019).
Semillas en Práctica (Seeds in Practice)
Assisting the contextualization of the examination of this decolonizing Indigenous
framework is the vision of Semillas Community Schools, a community driven Indigenous
collective responsible for facilitating the only Indigenous school in Los Angeles, California.
Currently serving nearly 400 students from Kindergarten through the 12th grade, the school
began in 2002 as a distinctly Indigenous alternative design, existing as a model unheard of within
the greater Los Angeles School Unified District. The operation takes on an educational design
under the International Baccalaureate (IB) framework via three distinct educational levels—
Primary Years Program (PYP) for grades K-5, Middle Years Program (MYP) for grades 6-10,
and IndigeNations Scholars for grades 11-12—forming a single charter school called
Anahuacalmecac International University Preparatory (AIUP, 2019). The curricular program
satisfies the UC and CSU’s required course offerings known as the A-G requirements in the state
of California and ensures that graduates are eligible to apply and enter a four-year public college.
Founded on a teaching and learning paradigm that embodies the attitudes, beliefs, and
cultures of the Indigenous Mesoamerican tradition, this educational approach reveals a
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completely integrated model reverberating through all functions of the school. Reflecting the
base community, the traditional culture predominantly engaged through Anahuacalmecac is the
Mexica/Aztec tradition, with Nahuatl serving as the primary language permeated throughout
much of their educational process. Other Indigenous languages are incorporated into instruction
throughout the school culture, in addition to English and Spanish language instruction, reflecting
the diasporic condition of the Los Angeles population.
The school was received with great community enthusiasm, as their first enrollment in
2002 reached a sizable 139 students for Kindergarten through third grade. At each successive
stage, Semillas has developed expanded course offerings for students to progress through their
upper grade schooling. The development and implementation of curriculum—steeped in
Indigenous culture observed in pedagogy, methodologies, mathematics, social practices, and
instructional materials—has been shared with Native educators and leaders across the continent
and acclaimed as an innovative paradigm for Indigenous education programs internationally.
Recently, Indigenous educators in México and in the United States—including Agradable
Compromiso in México City, the Native American Community Academy in New Mexico, and
Halau Ku Mana in Honolulu, Hawaii—continue to engage in professional exchange and support
regarding these innovations.
While the first effort to secure a charter for the school was approved, a variety of
bureaucratic challenges have shown renewal to be a formidable challenge throughout the history
Anahuacalmecac. Though meeting several renewals along the way, AIUP has had to overcome a
great deal of adversity facing the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD). For instance,
when the LAUSD school board summarily rejected renewal in 2014 “on the grounds that it was
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unnecessary and that the introduction of any culturally-based education that did not reinforce the
dominant American culture was unwelcome” (Hobot, 2017, p. 22). From there, the Semillas
community applied for charter reauthorization through the Los Angeles County Office of
Education, and when the board vote resulted in a tie, the outcome rendered was no decision. This
judgement prompted Anahuacalmecac to take the renewal process to the state level, where the
school would receive a unanimous approval through the California State Department of
Education. Recently, AIUP was compelled to reapply with LAUSD again and after postponed
votes and extensive negotiations, the charter was renewed in November of 2018.
Throughout the examination of this decolonizing Indigenous framework, examples of the
work of Semillas and Anahuacalmecac will be called upon to bring voice to each principle,
contextually grounding theory into practice while highlighting a commitment to decolonizing
Indigenous struggle through education.
Centering the Indigenous Voice
Revealing the delicate vulnerability that Indigenous peoples persistently face, Darder
(2019) has urgently asserted, “if we do not define our existence, there will be those who have no
hesitation defining it for us” (p. 8). Historically, we have seen such a violent authorization of
epistemic formations of exclusion linked to a politics of coloniality (Quijano, 2000), where the
control of knowledge and voice is either legitimated or invisibilized, as dictated by Western
hegemony. This epistemological region that Santos (2007) has called the abyssal divide
reinforces and cultivates a culture of forgetting (Darder, 2014a) whereby the coercive
expectation to uncritically adopt hegemonic values and reject our own culture and identity is
forcefully imposed. The politics of the subaltern voice emerges then, a product of “the tenacious
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and tireless navigation through the forces of silence and isolation” (Darder, 2019, p. 8), forged in
courageous determination and empowered to counter the deliberate distortions of Eurocentric
representations of historical, social, and political identities imposed upon Indigenous and other
subaltern populations.
Furthermore, a decolonizing interpretive framework openly endeavors to expose how the
colonial matrix of power (Tlostanova & Mignolo, 2009)—linking economic control, control of
authority, control of the public sphere, and ideological control (of knowledge)—continues to
wage its colonizing expectations long after the formal structures of the colonial politics of
invasion have ceased. Engaging in such contestations not only works to disrupt the mandates of
hegemonic control and power, but also opens the possibility for centering the politics of the
subaltern voice within the “authority of lived experience” (hooks, 1994). Such decolonizing
perspectives rooted in lived experiences and non-dominant epistemologies are central to
engaging in the contention, deconstruction, and reformulation of hegemonic theories and
practices within Indigenous schools and communities (Darder, 2019).
Hernandez (2019) has shown that the awakening of the subaltern voice is intimately tied
to the unveiling of the colonizing roots of the phenomena in which we live and study in order to
establish a continuity and seedbed for traditional knowledges to prevail and flourish. This entails
engaging the role of dissident, deliberately willing to disobey and courageously confront the
normalization of colonizing and epistemicidal discourses. The nature of this resistance work is
well known to Indigenous peoples and is highlighted by what Gerald Vizenor (1998) called
survivance—that state of being that is “more than survival, more than endurance, or mere
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response [to colonization]; the stories of survivance are an active presence . . . an active
repudiation of dominance, tragedy, and victimry” (p. 15).
The contemporary ideal of a strong Indigenous nation. The overarching purpose of
enacting a decolonizing curricular framework for Indigenous education brings about new
possibilities toward the commitment of self-determination and toward the fundamental goals of
defending and sustaining the basic right of Indigenous peoples to exist in wholeness and to thrive
in their relations with other peoples and works toward forging what Alfred (2009) called a “selfconscious traditionalism” (p. 90). A commitment to this self-conscious traditionalism demands
the translation and adaptation of traditional concepts, languages, and knowledge systems into
modern realities. The following characteristics articulate such a vision for centering the
Indigenous voice given this emancipatory interpretation:
Wholeness with diversity: Expressed as strong commitment and solidarity to the group
combined with tolerance for difference.
Communication: Establishing an open and extensive network of communication within
community. Establishing clear channels by which government institutions are to
communicate with the group.
Respect and trust: People care about and cooperate with each other and the government
of the community, and they trust in one another’s integrity.
Group maintenance: People take great pride in their community and seek to remain part
of it; they collectively establish clear cultural boundaries and membership criteria.
Participatory and consensus-based government: Community leaders are responsive and
accountable to the rest of the community; all decisions are based on principle of
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consensus.
Youth empowerment: The community is committed to mentoring and educating its young
people, involving them in decision-making processes.
Strong links to the outside world: The community has extensive positive social, political,
and economic relationships with people in other communities, and its leaders consistently
seek to foster good relations and gain support among other Indigenous peoples and in the
international community. (Alfred, 2009, p. 106)
Understood as “an intellectual, social, and political movement to reinvigorate Indigenous
values, principles, and other cultural elements best suited to the larger contemporary political and
economic reality” (Grande, 2004, p. 166), self-conscious traditionalism demands a reinvention of
thought and practice grounded in traditional Indigenous consciousness. Fueled by decolonizing
Indigenous sensibilities, this powerfully articulated vision profoundly centers the subaltern voice
in its commitment to the development of self-determined and self-directed communities through
a framework of sovereignty. Rather than adhering to the distorted ambivalence of modern
institutions of education—whose theories and practices are predicated on what Wildcat (2001d)
called a “Western metaphysical schizophrenia” (p. 52)—the aforementioned principles ought to
be considered as the primary relational concerns by which Indigenous education is constructed
and practiced. In this way, Grande (2004) affirmed that “Local (tribal) and global aims come
together in solidarity around the shared goal of decolonization” (p. 171).
Indígena as a fourth space of being. Contemporary challenges facing the move to
reclaim and center Indigenous voices are rich in complexity. It is important to remember that the
pernicious impacts of colonization in the formation of identity run a vast spectrum of human
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experiences inclusive to the dialectics of oppressor and oppressed. The effort to carve new and
modern identities in spite of the artificial limits imposed by epistemicides is an arduous
challenge that face subaltern communities multi-generationally. Claiming that the “search for
‘comfortable modern identities’ remains integral to the quest for sovereignty” (p. 171), Grande
(2004) has proposed the construct of indígena, as a means “to guide the search for a theory of
subjectivity in a direction that embraces the location of Native peoples in the ‘constitutive
outside’” (p. 171).
Conceptualized as a distinctly Indigenous space, the notion of indígena emerges as a
“fourth space” outside the polarizing discourses of essentialism and postmodernism, recognizing
that the dialectic tension between timelessness and temporality is essential for contextualizing
the complexity of Indigenous consciousness (Grande, 2004). Indígena is “shaped by and through
a matrix of legacy, power, and ceremony” (p. 171) embodying the choice to live in stark contrast
and stand in defiance to the emptiness of hegemonic culture, while “resisting the kind of
education where connections to Earth and the spirit world are looked upon with skepticism and
derision” (p. 171). Refusing to be defined by the margins of economic and political destitution,
the construct of indígena forthrightly engages what Pérez (1999) termed the decolonial
imaginary, where a transformative reconceptualization of historiography more accurately
contextualizes dominant colonial accounts within a subaltern and diasporic subjectivity.
Rethinking pan-indigeneity. Masaquiza and B’alam (2000) asserted that the “mutual
experiences of invasion, conquest, occupation, displacement, theft of resources, political
exclusion, and cultural and religious persecution” (p. 4) construct a litany of shared lived
experiences that unite a common pan-indigenous struggle, despite our distinct differences of
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languages, customs, and histories. Though the pan-indigenous movement in the United States
became meaningfully popularized in the rise to prominence in the 1960s through the American
Indian Movement, settler conceptualizations of pan-indigeneity tend to derive a sterile notion
blind to hybridity, compelling a colonial narrative both restricting and silencing. GómezQuiñones (2012) has referred to such settler conceptions as aborigenism/aboregenismo, the result
of “an anti-Indian ideological construction used by admirers of imperialism” (p. 14). The
reductionism employed through such settler conceptions deny the deep historicity and
complexities of Native Americans and are central in colonial rationalizations of conquest and
genocide. Nonetheless, Indigenous peoples of the Americas share a culture and civilization of
vast antiquity, rich with ancestral wisdom, and continue to exist in the present in all its
complexities. Gómez-Quiñones (2012) has insightfully challenged us to dispute such pale
interpretations of indigeneity: “This means positively affirming our history; shaping our
autonomy for envisioning the future; and rejecting with vigor all appropriators and falsifiers” (p.
16).
Beyond the shallow confines of whitewashed interpretations of pan-indigeneity, Grande’s
(2004) construct of indígena not only remains grounded in the intellectual histories of
Indigenous peoples, but engages a struggle to capably discern “the line between fetishizing such
identities and recognizing their importance to the continuance of Indians as tribal peoples”
(Grande, 2004, p. 172). Fundamentally, this difference involves the responsibility to protect the
right to live according to ancestral ways, resisting the sort of essentialism that claims only one
way of being, while simultaneously working to retain a vast constellation of traditions, cultures,
and practices. Deloria (1983) argued that this allegiance to tradition is precisely the manner in
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which American Indians have been protected from extermination and assimilation into the
mainstream.
Indeed, pan-indigeneity holds the potential to be a seedbed for subaltern solidarity, but it
must be prepared to embrace a critical nuance demanded of a decolonizing interpretive
framework. Grande’s (2004) conceptualization of indígena forthrightly operates within this
construct while maintaining an attention to the distinct particularisms of individual tribes, clans,
communities, while also engaging the larger Indigenous family to protect and fight for the
ancestral ways of knowing that have not only long been the target of annihilation, but are integral
to our planetary survival. Elucidating this tension, Grande (2004) has eloquently affirmed:
This connection to “tradition” determines that while the project of decolonization
requires the histories and experiences of nontribal, detribalized, and “mixed-blood”
peoples to be theorized as an integral part of the Indigenous diaspora, it must also operate
to sustain and reinvigorate the life-ways of tribal peoples still among us. Particularly in
this time when the dominant patterns of belief and practice are being widely recognized
as integrally related to the cultural and ecological crises, the need for understanding and
sustaining other cultural patterns is essential. (p. 173)
A pan-indigenous struggle must embrace and embody Grande’s (2004) notion of
indígena if it is to meet the demands required of a decolonizing Indigenous framework. In doing
so, possibilities for further engagement and coalition building, such as Masaquiza and B’alam’s
(2000) proposal to form a pan-indigenous intellectual network, could work toward collectively
building greater political and economic agency and power needed “to unite our nations and help
rebuild and defend our languages and cultures” (p. 5). Furthermore, this labor holds the potential
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for the formation of a pan-indigenous infrastructure where Indigenous nations could lead and
utilize shared resources for the purposes of strengthening claims to sovereignty and cultural
integrity. Such a project, generating alternatives and shaking up the abyssal global lines, reflects
Santos’s (2007) notion of subaltern cosmopolitanism. Accordingly, Masaquiza and B’alam
(2000) critically posited: “Could we create educational institutions that are built upon Indigenous
cultural traditions and directly serve our nations' interests? Yes. Can we do this within
mainstream universities? Not as they are currently structured” (pp. 5-6). A decolonizing
Indigenous framework, therefore, requires the animation of the indígena concept through which
the decolonial imaginary can be applied, not only to center the Indigenous voice but to open the
possibilities for emancipatory social action.
Semillas en práctica (seeds in practice). The primary focus of Semillas and
Anahuacalmecac International University Preparatory is the distinct centering of the active
Indigenous voice. While the base of the community identifies with Mexica/Aztec cultural
tradition, the diasporic realities of the greater Los Angeles region and the Southwestern United
States in general help to contextualize that 40 to 50 other Indigenous affiliations are reflected in
the school community, representing a wide diversity of languages, cultures, and traditions
(Hobot, 2017). With the majority of cultural identification through curriculum grounded in a
Mexica/Aztec tradition, the educational program is ultimately committed to further developing
student’s understanding about the dignity and rights of all Indigenous cultures globally.
Integrated in the curriculum at multiple levels, students routinely engage with local and global
Indigenous communities, not only learning their distinct cultural values, but reflecting and
adopting such knowledge within their classwork.
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While language immersion classes are offered throughout the educational process at all
levels at Anahuacalmecac, the inclusion of native language—mostly through Nahuatl—are
engaged in many aspects of the schooling, including cross-curricular engagement, school-wide
ceremonies, daily welcome prayers/morning protocol, and community outreach (Hobot, 2017).
Anahuacalmecac benefits greatly from a deeply expressed parent and community involvement,
often producing opportunities to engage with home native communities outside the Los Angeles
region such as Mixteco or Yaqui. Fundamentally, Anahuacalmecac offers students an
opportunity to think deeply about their own culture, language, and value system, as well as how
its relationship within the global diaspora of Indigenous peoples, the impacts of colonialism, and
enacting an active presence toward decolonizing a future where Indigenous communities can
effectively exercise agency, autonomy, and sovereignty.
Naming the Politics of Coloniality
Having defined an active presence and reframing of the Indigenous voice—understood
and centered through an anticolonial lens—the first step of initiating a decolonizing Indigenous
framework is the task of stating and interrogating the central problem. Darder (2019) has claimed
that this involves a thorough examination illuminating “the manner in which the coloniality of
power has had concrete social and material consequences on subaltern populations” (p. 26).
While the coloniality of power is explored in extensive detail throughout the scope of this study,
the implications for the present and future conditions of contemporary Indigenous education are
numerous and deserving of further contextualization within the focus of the decolonizing
Indigenous framework. After all, as Alfred (2009) claimed, “Indigenous people who reject the
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assumptions that legitimize their subjugation have made the first step toward achieving selfdetermination and building sound communities” (pp. 106-107).
The task of identifying and unsettling dominant narratives and methodologies—in
essence, problematizing our reality—is a crucial objective within the development of opening
liberatory re-readings of the world centered in the Indigenous voice (Darder, 2019). A
decolonizing Indigenous framework must then be committed to challenging the coloniality of
power in its historical and contemporary impacts, ultimately, aiming to dismantle Western
epistemicides (Paraskeva, 2011; Santos, 2014). The West’s deceptively one-sided accounting of
the development of modernity lays claim to present patterns of oppression and the hijacking of
epistemological and axiological hegemony, becoming deeply entrenched in the colonial matrix
of power, and thus reflected in our social and material relations (Tlostanova & Mignolo, 2009).
Decolonizing sensibilities require maintaining a critical sense of historicity—necessitating the
reassertion of critical historiography into our understanding of colonialism—that has led to the
European negation of history and knowledge systems of Indigenous peoples.
Central to this struggle is the inseparability of coloniality within the capitalist imperatives
central to European modernity—as Tlostanova and Mignolo (2009) have affirmed, “there is no
modernity without coloniality” (p. 132). Rather than conceptualizing the beginning of this period
starting with the industrial revolution, typically trademarked by an explosion of innovation and
creative energy, Wanderley and Faria (2013) have argued that modernity was initiated through
the domination and methods of conquest distinct to the colonial “discovery” of the Americas by
Columbus in 1492. Referred to by Tlostanova and Mignolo (2009) as “the hidden, darker side of
modernity” (p. 132), most Eurocentric historical interpretations neglect to attribute the rapid
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expansion of European industry and innovation to the plunder and appropriation of lands,
resources, bodies, and cultures of the Americas, Africa, and Asia (Darder, 2017, 2019; Galeano,
1997; Greider, 1997).
Hegemonic entanglements. Darder (2019) asserted that naming the politics of
coloniality “embodies a critical conceptual reading of history that profoundly critiques and
challenges the dominance of European modernity and its corresponding epistemic coloniality”
(p. 39). Accordingly, Grosfoguel’s (2011) list of hegemonic entanglements defining, structuring,
and epistemologically informing our present European/capitalist/military/Christian/
patriarchal/white/heterosexual/male globalized politics of coloniality is useful within this
decolonizing principle:
1) a particular global class formation where a diversity of forms of labor (slavery,
semi-serfdom, wage labor, petty-commodity production, etc.) are going to coexist
and be organized by capital as a source of production of surplus value through the
selling of commodities for a profit in the world market;
2) an international division of labor of core and periphery where capital organized
labor in the periphery around coerced and authoritarian forms;
3) an inter-state system of politico-military organizations controlled by European
males and institutionalized in colonial administration;
4) a global racial/ethnic hierarchy that privileges European people over nonEuropean people;
5) a global gender hierarchy that privileges males over females and European JudeoChristian patriarchy over other forms of gender relations;
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6) a sexual hierarchy that privileges heterosexuals over homosexuals and lesbians (it
is important to remember that most Indigenous peoples in the Americas did not
consider sexuality among males a pathological behavior and had no homophobic
ideology);
7) a spiritual hierarchy that privileges Christians over non-Christian/non-Western
spiritualities institutionalized in the globalization of the Christian (Catholic and
later, Protestant) church;
8) an epistemic hierarchy that privileges Western knowledge and cosmology over
non-Western knowledge and cosmologies, and institutionalized in the global
university system;
9) a linguistic hierarchy between European languages and non-European languages
that privileges communication and knowledge/theoretical production in the
former and subalternize the latter as sole producers of folklore or culture but not
of knowledge/theory;
10) an aesthetic hierarchy of high art vs. naïve or primitive art where the West is
considered superior high art and the non-West is considered as producers of
inferior expressions of art institutionalized in Museums, Art Galleries and global
art markets;
11) a pedagogical hierarchy where the Cartesian Western forms of pedagogy are
considered superior over non-Western concepts and practices of pedagogy;
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12) a media/informational hierarchy where the West has the control over the means of
global media production and information technology while the non-West do not
have the means to make their points of view enter the global media networks;
13) an age hierarchy where the Western conception of productive life (ages between
15 and 65 years old) making disposable people above 65 years old are considered
superior over non-Western forms of age classification, where the older the person,
the more authority and respect he/she receives from the community;
14) an ecological hierarchy where the Western conceptions of “nature” (as an object
that is a means towards an end) with its destruction of life (human and nonhuman)
is privileged and considered superior over non-Western conceptions of the
“ecology” such as Pachamama, Tawhid, or Tao (ecology or cosmos as subject that
is an end in itself), which considers in its rationality the reproduction of life;
15) a spatial hierarchy that privileges the urban over the rural with the consequent
destruction of rural communities, peasants and agrarian production at the
worldscale. (pp. 8-10)
Contemporary coloniality. These entanglements reflect an insidious colonial matrix of
power, having infiltrated its putrid influence in all dimensions of social existence with the
ultimate goal of protecting the global orders of empire and hegemony. Once initiated as
colonialism in the 16th century—with an agenda of conquest, plunder, and appropriation—now
extends its reach across the entire globe in a more complex distinction understood as coloniality.
Grosfoguel (2011) noted that coloniality and colonialism are not equivalent in their meaning and
articulates the difference in stating: “Coloniality allows us to understand the continuity of
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colonial forms of domination after the end of colonial administrations, produced by colonial
cultures and structures in the modern/colonial capitalist world-system” (pp. 13-14). Under the
regime of global coloniality, even postcolonial conditions of decolonization—exemplified within
the moving histories of the nation-states Haiti and Algeria—suffer immensely under the
economic and political impacts of the present capitalist world-system, despite being rid of direct
colonial administration.
Through both the material and psychological exploitation of Eurocentric hegemony, the
West has successfully waged its economistic and epistemic crusade for over 500 years. The
principle of naming the politics of coloniality is then imperative to the decolonizing Indigenous
framework in its capacity to highlight the varied colonial structures in society and the manner in
which the pervasive obscuring of coloniality endures (Patel, 2015). Understanding the politics of
coloniality as a tenet of Western thinking—namely a deliberately self-serving politics that
stabilizes and strengthens itself atop the poverty of the wretched—helps to unsettle the faulty
logic of global capitalism and the epistemicidal West. In the interrogation of this marketplace
logic, links can be made “between the increasing profit and wealth of corporations and the
growing numbers of the oppressed here and around the globe” (Darder, 2017, p. 31).
The entanglement of contemporary coloniality not only demonstrates a determined
insistence of the systematic control of social and material resources but also the control of
knowledge. This market logic is also responsible for effectively normalizing the stratifications of
class, race, and gender through authoritarian values and beliefs (Darder, 2017). With a
pretentious disposition of epistemological superiority and armed with the sterility of colonialist
consciousness (Grande, 2004) distinctive of the West, modern coloniality simultaneously seeks
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to rationalize austerity and dissociate all subjective worth from other forms of knowledge not
familiar within its value system. Such attitudes have led to widespread institutional racism
arising from subaltern dehumanization and delegitimization campaigns as a means to justify the
expropriation of lands, resources, and bodies. Patel (2015) clarified this phenomenon:
“coloniality created savagery in order to claim domain over it and the lands of which the thennamed savages were living” (p. 94).
Greatly sustaining the coloniality of power is the West’s commitment to abyssal thinking,
rendering alternative forms of knowledge within the dominant discourse irrelevant, nonexistent,
and cast to the other side of the abyssal line (Santos, 2007). Yet, merely naming the politics of
coloniality risks a fate of being a discursive exercise if it remains isolated from other visions of
which to compete. Alcoff (2007) argued, “it is not enough to acknowledge the interpretive frame
if that frame itself is not theorized in relation to coloniality and its construction of what Mignolo
calls the colonial difference [emphasis added]” (p. 90).
In the arduous struggle toward dismantling the oppressive demarcations of the coloniality
of power, Alcoff (2007) has noted that Mignolo’s (2000) concept of colonial difference
represents an effort to unmask and replace the colonial logic deployed as a means to define and
control Indigenous populations. As such, a decolonizing interpretation of humanity necessarily
requires a movement beyond Western frames of consciousness toward the transformation “of the
rigidity of epistemic and territorial frontiers established and controlled by the coloniality of
power” (Mignolo, 2000, p. 21). Decolonizing scholars such as Mignolo (2000), Dussel (2013),
and Anzaldúa (1987) have shown that the emancipatory notion of border thinking—which
endeavors to dissolve the rigid epistemological borders imposed by colonizing
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conceptualizations of humanity—holds the capacity to transform oppressive hegemonic beliefs
beyond imperialist commodification.
Naming the politics of coloniality grounds a decolonizing struggle by unveiling the
caustic logic of the West and its false promises of freedom, liberty, and democracy—what
Macedo (1994) called the “pedagogy of big lies” (p. 9). Though the politics of colonialism have
been effectively obscured through a global matrix of coloniality, the force of sword and
gunpowder have yielded to more inconspicuous, yet seriously pernicious and sophisticated
methods of power consolidation. Determined campaigns of systematic dehumanization and
delegitimization have prepared the ground for contemporary racism and cultural invasion, while
the ethics of neoliberalism—espousing materialism, individuality, and consumerism—form the
new methods of conquest, widening the net of complicity. By consciously challenging the
colonialist consciousness of a market-driven economics and politics of the West, learning
communities can come to understand the roots of poverty and oppression as structural and
systemic. It is precisely in this way that a practice of naming the politics of coloniality
appropriately preludes the demythologizing of hegemonic beliefs, epistemological disruptions,
and emancipatory re-readings of a decolonizing Indigenous framework (Darder, 2019).
Semillas en práctica (seeds in practice). Anahuacalmecac provides a deliberate
alternative education model not often found in Western dominant culture. In addition to
implementing methods of schooling that are in alignment with the Indigenous cultural traditions
of their community, the Semillas community and Anahuacalmecac curriculum engages an active
culture of resistance toward the contradictions and assumptions of American culture and values.
Even in the early grades, students learn that the cultural values held in esteem by their
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Indigenous community often emerge in stark contrast to the dominant culture in the United
States. This certainly produces its fair share of contradictions and implicit challenges, especially
as a school that exists within the charter model of education. Practically, this means that school
leadership frequently faces bureaucratic challenges by way of standardized testing, accreditation,
charter renewal, and other compliance measures imposed by local school board and state
authorities. Realistically, this dilemma often compels the Semillas community to engage in
double the work of traditional schools by honoring its primary commitment to the Indigenous
community in addition to meeting compliance measures, often without leniency.
Though Anahuacalmecac is making remarkable strides in the praxis of indigenizing their
education programs, conflicts inevitably arise imposed by bureaucracy and the miseducation of
authorities on Indigenous matters and concerns. Perhaps the greatest example of this is the
school’s determination for justifying their existence through the United Nations’ Declaration on
the Rights for Indigenous Peoples (United Nations, 2007) and its articulation of Article 14
affirming the right of Indigenous peoples “to establish and control their own educational systems
and institutions providing education in their own languages, in a manner appropriate to their
cultural methods of teaching and learning” (p. 5). Alas, this has necessarily involved educating
unwitting compliance authorities of the immense work that Anahuacalmecac is doing to achieve
both goals, of meeting compliance measures and indigenizing the education process—two
concepts that are often at odds with the other, both in theory and in practice. Recently, however,
Anahuacalmecac has established valuable precedents with the International Baccalaureate
program, serving as a model school for engaging global perspectives through the orientation of
an Indigenous paradigm.
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Demythologizing Hegemonic Beliefs
Having appropriately centered the Indigenous voice and identifying the pernicious nature
of coloniality and politics, the principle of demythologizing hegemonic beliefs can be undertaken
as the next stage within the decolonizing Indigenous framework. Demythologizing hegemonic
beliefs is fundamentally a meta-process that involves the interrogation and disruption of
currently held values, beliefs, and assumptions in connection to the phenomenon of coloniality
(Darder, 2015). Integral to this process is a mode of inquiry designed to precede an
epistemological reformulation process according to the counterhegemonic spaces of postabyssal
thinking (Santos, 2007). Having been forcibly subjected to one-sided origin narratives and
epistemological superiority campaigns throughout the formation and duration of modernity, the
self-determination efforts of Indigenous peoples have become deliberately obscured by the
deceptive myths of the West in its claims for universal knowledge and history (Smith, 2012).
Smith (2012) has eloquently claimed that the dismissal of Indigenous interpretations of
history was “a critical part of asserting colonial ideology, partly because such views were
regarded as clearly ‘primitive’ and ‘incorrect’ and mostly because they challenged and resisted
the mission of colonization” (p. 31). Accordingly, the universalization of such views within the
culture of the West have become oppressive myths that have had hazardous contemporary
impacts on the policies and practices of societal institutions—often materializing exclusionarycoded protocols like assimilation and economic austerity—undermining Indigenous cultural
sovereignty (Darder, 2019). The notion of the universalizing epistemological paradigm
effectively executed by the West is a phenomenon that has become anchored in elite practices
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and expectations of “patriarchal domination, class division, linguistic genocide, heterosexism,
abled bodies, and institutional structures deeply mired by racism and class oppression” (p. 50).
Codes of imperialism. These specific outcomes of hegemony are enacted through an
exclusionary discourse and politics of disposability and authorized by the two great domains of
law and science, legitimizing hegemonic interests reflected by institutional authority (Santos,
2007). Imposing its “monopoly of rigor” (Santos, 2018, p. 45), Western science has historically
conspired with research, religion, and the law to be utilized as a tool of conquest to subjugate and
exploit Indigenous and other subaltern peoples. Through the application of the scientific method,
prevailing theories of race, gender, and other factors generated vast implications and informed
how Indigenous peoples could be governed, based on such research findings. The so-called new
world colonies became the new research fields and laboratories of Western science (Smith,
2012). Aided by an ethics of Christian morality deeply informed by Covenant ideology, research
derived from these sites formed the basis for the rationalization and justification of
dehumanization and delegitimization policies reflected by the legal system, consequently
establishing the new codes of imperialism (Nandy, 1989).
The codes of imperialism ought to be understood within the interpellated dynamics of the
distinct divisions of the principle of order and the principle of humanity (Smith, 2012). It is
through these divisions of authority that Western institutions foundationally embedded and
legitimated epistemological superiority and white supremacy. Of this, Smith noted: “To consider
Indigenous peoples as not fully human, or not human at all, enabled distance to be maintained
and justified various policies of either extermination or domestication” (p. 27). Establishing such
a precedent has made profound impacts to the foundations of Western institutions (science, law,
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education), but in the social domains as well—manifesting enduring conditions such as
ethnocentrism, racism, cultural invasion, religious intolerance, heterosexism, ableism, and
anthropocentrism. Accordingly, Randeria (2003) suggested a valuable consideration regarding
the demythologization of hegemonic beliefs:
Sensitivity to the history of [these conditions] could be an important corrective to the
presentism and Eurocentrism of most analyses . . . with their propensity to overstate the
singularity of the present and to posit a radical discontinuity between contemporary social
life and the recent past. (pp. 113-114)
Many critical scholars have written extensively on the impact that the hegemonic culture
of schooling has had on the socialization of students and the acceptance of their conditioned
place within the economic and political order of the world—as determined by the politics of
coloniality and the structures oppression that nurture it (Darder, 2015; Freire, 1970; Giroux,
2001; McLaren, 2015; Paraskeva, 2011). The extent to which we are able to not only name the
myths that undergird hegemony but work to actively deconstruct them, will determine the
magnitude and profundity of an emancipatory decolonizing process. This in turn lays the
foundation for exploring the possibilities for epistemological disruptions, vital toward the
formulation of emancipatory re-readings.
Semillas en práctica (seeds in practice). In addition to its integrated centering of
Indigenous worldviews, made present throughout all functions of the school operation, much of
the education process at Anahuacalmecac prioritizes civic engagement and social activism. This
necessarily includes directly supporting Indigenous community rights, and the active endeavor
toward “deconstructing antiquated colonial tactics of the dominant culture that seek the
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continuance of oppression against first nations” (Hobot, 2017, p. 32). As a result,
Anahuacalmecac has developed close relationships with Indigenous communities in or near the
greater Los Angeles area—including the Tongva, Chumash, and Pechanga nations—affording
the building of valuable learning and solidarity movements in the process. Students frequently
participate in ceremonies and powwows with these local Indigenous nations, further developing
indigenous bonds and solidarity between nations. As an integral element to the school
curriculum, students are also expected to design research projects that creatively identify, name,
and address local problems affecting the Indigenous community and derive solutions for them.
Quite often, occasions like this emerge as an opportunity for the Semillas community to come
together and collaborate with students on issues that impact the entire community.
Epistemological Disruptions
Having embedded an anti-imperial groundwork—guided by decolonizing sensibilities
and rooted in a subaltern criticality of dominant hegemonic social and political structures—we
can explore the manner in which to effectively disrupt oppressive logic, widening the
opportunity for a liberatory praxis that centers the reclamation of Indigenous episteme. Efforts
directed toward resisting the lethality of epistemicides must involve the decentering of Western
notions of scientific validity and neutrality by enacting an itinerant epistemological approach,
wielding the ability to disrupt fixed knowledge constructions and absolute interpretations of the
world (Paraskeva, 2011). This fight against epistemicides is ultimately a fight against the
coloniality of knowledge and stands in explicit defiance of a culture of forgetting (Darder,
2014a).
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Disrupting Western thinking, understood appropriately as an abyssal thinking,
necessitates situating a disposition of oppositional interpretation, “born of the deep dialectical
tension between hegemonic and subaltern knowledge” (Darder, 2015, p. 70). Insights claimed by
the systematic disruption of hegemonic epistemologies provides then an abundant potential by
which to foster non-abyssal thinking and knowledge (Savransky, 2017), in the struggle to
promote “liberatory epistemological and ontological critiques, in ways that support our
redefinition and transformation of dominant readings of subalternity” (Darder, 2019, p. 51).
Toward this aim, this decolonizing Indigenous curricular framework calls to action Santos’
(2014) oppositional interpretation framework, the epistemologies of the South.
Contextualizing the epistemologies of the South. Santos (2018) described the
epistemologies of the South as exploring deeply “the production and validation of knowledges
anchored in the experiences of resistance of all those social groups that have systematically
suffered injustice, oppression, and destruction caused by capitalism, colonialism, and patriarchy
(p. 1). Such an orientation embodies and invites subaltern reason—a pedagogical tool within the
decolonial imaginary that seeks to “rethink and reconceptualize the stories that have been told
and the conceptualization that has been put into place to divide the world between Christians and
pagans, civilized and barbarians, modern and premodern, and developed and undeveloped
regions and people” (Mignolo, 2000, p. 98). The epistemologies of the South, therefore, involve
the knowledges that emerge from the abyssal divide as established by social and political
struggles waged by the dominant culture against subalternity (Santos, 2018). Their aim “is to
identify and valorize that which often does not even appear as knowledge in the light of the
dominant epistemologies” (p. 2).
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Santos (2018) has shown that the epistemologies of the South provide a practical
pedagogy for challenging the eugenic nature of Eurocentric thought—seen within the ubiquity of
assumptions derived from the beliefs and values definitive of the canon of Western philosophy:
The absolute priority of science as rigorous knowledge; rigor, conceived of as
determination; universalism, conceived of as a specificity of Western modernity,
referring to any entity or condition or condition the validity of which does not depend on
any specific social, cultural, or political context; truth conceived of as the representation
of reality; a distinction between subject and object, the knower and the known; nature as
res extensa; linear time; the progress of science via the disciplines and specialization; and
social and political neutrality as a condition of objectivity. (p. 6)
It is worthwhile to state that the anti-imperial epistemologies of the South do not aim to replace
their opposition—the so-called epistemologies of the North—by simply reversing the
hierarchical dichotomy that separates the two. Rather, their goal is to overcome the normative
dualism and erase the power hierarchies occupying their relationship, not their differences. This
evinces a postabyssal thinking, promoting pluriversality rather than universality; “a kind of
thinking that promotes decolonization, creolization, or mestizaje through intercultural
translation” (p. 8). Knowledges that emerge from the epistemologies of the South ought to be
understood then as hybrid cultural entities, capable of overcoming oppression by bringing
together Western and non-Western theories and practice.
Applying the epistemologies of the South. Enacted as a means to resist a culture of
forgetting endorsed by Eurocentric abyssal thinking, the tools of the epistemologies of the South
include: “the abyssal line and the different types of social exclusion it creates; the sociology of
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absences and the sociology of emergences; the ecology of knowledges and intercultural
translation; and the artisanship of practices” (Santos, 2018, p. 19). Addressing the abyssal line—
the core idea underlying the epistemologies of the South—is the dynamic interplay between the
sociology of absences and the sociology of emergences. Where the sociology of absences
involves an examination of those knowledges that have become invisibilized by hegemonic
practices, the sociology of emergences entails a philosophical and practical exercise enacting a
future with a preferentiality for the ways of being and knowing made present on the other side of
the line made present by the sociology of absences.
The sociology of absences. As a pedagogical method of entry toward enacting the
epistemologies of the South, the sociology of absences is employed as an “inquiry into the ways
of colonialism, in the form of the colonialism of power, knowledge, and being . . . [that] produce
certain groups of people and forms of social life as nonexistent, invisible, radically inferior, or
radically dangerous—in sum, as discardable or threatening” (Santos, 2018, p. 25). Critical to this
inquiry is the deliberate interrogation of the five monocultures characteristic of modern
Eurocentric knowledge production: valid knowledge, linear time, social classification, the
superiority of the universal and the global, and productivity (Santos, 2014). These monocultures
have been largely instrumental for the systematic production of subaltern absences, devaluations,
and demonizations in modern society.
Furthermore, Santos (2018) emphasized three phases within this pedagogy of the
sociology of absences: (1) an internal critique of the social scientific knowledge produced in
order to establish hegemony throughout the modern period since the 15th century; (2) an external
critique of the West through the recognition and enactment of other ways of knowing and

214

highlighting how they offer alternative interpretations of social transformations; (3) a pragmatic
contextual interpretation in which the prior phases interact within the particular struggles of the
social groups involved. Having established a context and pattern of the particular exclusions and
silences cast to the other side of the abyssal line, the opportunity for the sociology of emergences
gives rise to a future of open possibilities.
The sociology of emergences. The pedagogical stage concerning the sociology of
emergences is situated within the dynamic transition of moving from victimhood to resistance.
Accordingly, it’s focus extends to the new possibilities for anti-imperialist transformations
arising from “the vast field of previously discarded and now retrieved social experience” (Santos,
2018, p. 28). With new evaluations of lived experiences and the social and collective
subjectivities of subalternity, the sociology of emergences represents “the building blocks of
hope” (p. 28) in the symbolic and material amplification of “a vast field of lively, rich,
innovative social experience” (p. 29).
Santos (2018) has identified three distinct type of emergences he has called ruin seeds,
counterhegemonic appropriations, and liberated zones. The first notion of ruin seeds brings life
to an absent/present paradox that reflects a living dialectic between historical memory, once
repressed by coloniality and capitalism, and an active presence re-emergent as a powerful antinostalgic alternative for the future. Existing outside the realm of Eurocentric alternatives—
including Indigenous concepts such as pachamama, sumak kawsay, ubuntu, and in lak’ech—the
notion of the ruin seed is “lived by the people that are very much alive in their practice of
resistance and struggle for an alternative future” (p. 30). The second notion of counterhegemonic
appropriations involves the creative reformulation of certain concepts, philosophies, and
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practices from the dominant culture to be selectively transformed into tools against domination—
such as the legal concerns and discourses regarding human rights, democracy, and the
constitution. The third emergence is the development of liberated zones or those spaces that
involve intentional communities that view themselves as “realist utopias, or better yet,
heterotopias” (p. 31), whose sole purpose is to actualize a different kind of society liberated from
the forms of domination brought about by Western modernity.
The ecology of knowledges and intercultural translation. The pedagogical tools that
convert the diversity of knowledges made present by the sociology of absences and the sociology
of emergences into empowering and deeper articulations opposing domination are made possible
by two practices identified as the ecology of knowledges and intercultural translation (Santos,
2018). The ecology of knowledges serves as a pedagogical landscape responsible for identifying
the abundant bodies of knowledge that can be brought into a collaborative space for the purpose
of highlighting shared dimensions of a concrete social struggle. Santos (2018) argued that this
“diversity is much less glamourous on the terrain of struggle than in theory” (p. 32); as such a
provocation into the wealth of ideas and perspectives can likely produce an intellectual overload,
or may be incomprehensible to some groups on the basis of intellectual or epistemological
difference.
The potentially cluttered and chaotic nature of the ecology of knowledges necessitates a
complementary stage of clarification seen with the process of intercultural translation (Santos,
2018). The aim of intercultural translation is the enhancement of “reciprocal intelligibility
without dissolving identity” (p. 32) in its goals of clarifying complementarities and
contradictions toward an alternative yet common vision. This necessitates a brave, creative space
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that is unafraid and unattached from contention—which inevitably may arise toward constructing
a recognition of difference in furthering the articulation between struggles against oppression.
Ultimately, intercultural translation speaks of a highly complex, curious,
counterhegemonic collective of cognitive work, constructed to intensify a common struggle
against economic, social, cultural, and political domination (p. 33). Beyond intercultural
translation, Santos (2018) has further shown that the notion of the artisanship of practices serves
as the pinnacle of the work of the epistemologies of the South. The artisanship of practices can
be understood as the collective articulation between different kinds of social and political
struggles—akin to Crenshaw’s (1991) conception of intersectionality—deliberately devoted to
addressing the physical and cognitive oppressions derived from the abyssal exclusions distinctive
of capitalism and colonialism.
Semillas en práctica (seeds in practice). The entire presence and practice of the Semillas
community schools network ought to be seen as a disruption to the way schooling has
traditionally functioned in the United States. Systematically, students learn that an education
process is much more than a means to a professional career, rather it is a highly integrated
personal and collective process of self-determination and self-awareness where Indigenous
concepts such as land-based education, decolonization, and sacred ceremony are not merely
marginal supplements, but fully integrated and centered as means for disrupting a system built to
isolate, socially contain, and homogenize. In this way, Anahuacalmecac students have directly
engaged with opportunities to meaningfully lead, develop, and form solidarity with various
social and political struggles—including organizing and protesting Columbus Day and
successfully demanding the change to Indigenous Peoples Day, successfully demanding the
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statue of Columbus in Los Angeles’ Grand Park be torn down, protesting mass incarceration,
organizing at the Women’s March, and advocating for the restoration of the Los Angeles River.
Having committed to a regenerative and restorative vision of education, Anahuacalmecac
also demonstrates a creative reimagination for how to address commonly held beliefs about
parent involvement in the community. For instance, parents are considered crucial in assisting
with addressing language diversity by bringing their own particular traditional languages and
culture into the school community. Additionally, Anahuacalmecac adopts a restorative justice
lens making it possible for reconstructing alternatives for behavior and discipline programs for
students. By sparing the use of suspensions and expulsions to only the most extreme
circumstances, Anahuacalmecac defies the logic of the school-to-prison pipeline by alternatively
reconceptualizing community-centered child development approach, rather than a zero-tolerance
punitive one.
Emancipatory Re-readings
Integral to the heart of emancipatory re-readings within the framework of decolonizing
Indigenous education is the engagement of Vizenor’s (1998) articulation of survivance.
Unconfined from the common designations of uninterrupted tragedy and victimry of colonial
domination, the notion of survivance alternatively signifies a state of being embodying an active
presence toward the restoration, reimagination, and revival of Indigenous ways of being. Acts of
survivance ought to be seen then as the diverse forms of Indigenous self-expression that tell a
story about the active sense of presence in the world today. The powerful impact of survivance
narratives simultaneously disrupt simplistic Western conceptions of Indigenous existence while
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breathing life into “the development of a viable, competing moral vision” (Grande, 2004, p.
175).
Likewise vital to emancipatory retellings is Pérez’s (1999) conception of the decolonial
imaginary. Grande (2004) asserted that such decolonial imaginary aids in theorizing “the
physical discursive ‘diasporic movements’ of Indigenous peoples across time, space and
tradition” (p. 171), necessarily contextualizing and informing Indigenous concepts of legacy,
power, and ceremony. As a pedagogical tool, the decolonial imaginary powerfully questions the
presumed authority of hegemonic historical accounts, centering the voice of subalternity. By
forthrightly engaging with survivance narratives through the intentional spaces opened up in the
deliberate rethinking of Western historicity through the decolonial imaginary, the possibilities for
emancipatory retellings emerge as plentiful.
Grande’s (2004) conception of a Red pedagogy serves as an exemplary model within a
decolonizing Indigenous curricular framework, in its commitment to situating survivance
narratives around the decolonial imaginary. Articulated as an expression of sovereignty and as a
praxis rooted in Indigenous traditional knowledge, Red pedagogy engages the struggle to
“reimagine what it means to be [Indigenous] in contemporary U.S. society, arming [students]
with a critical analysis of the intersecting systems of domination and the tools to navigate them”
(p. 118). Ultimately, a Red pedagogy aims to construct a counterhegemonic space that is
grounded in a “self-conscious traditionalism” (Alfred, 2009, p. 104) that is ongoing and selfreflexive and mindful of “the ever changing experiences of the community” (Deloria, 1999, p.
42) in its decolonizing ambition.
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Look to the mountain. A decolonizing Indigenous curricular framework that enacts a
Red pedagogy necessarily demands a commitment to epistemological diversity and an ecology of
knowledges. In the drive toward co-creating liberatory spaces is Cajete’s (1994) transformative
volume on Indigenous education entitled, Look to the Mountain: An Ecology of Indigenous
Education. This intellectually and spiritually-anchored contribution exemplifies a fitting
illustration of Santos’ (2014) vision of intercultural translation, with regard to the perspectives,
orientations, ideas, models, and interpretations of various foundational tribal education principles
expressed through a contemporary context for modern education. Such a contribution serves as
an exceptional resource and guide for educators of Indigenous students in its determination to
address the development of a contemporary and culturally restorative educational praxis
grounded in traditional knowledges, while simultaneously calling upon relevant concepts,
technologies, and content from modern educational theory. Cajete’s (1994) vision to enact a
collectively transformative Indigenous education project is guided by a series of powerful
questions and are suitable to opening the possibilities for emancipatory re-readings:
How can we empower ourselves to vision and find our life in a twenty-first century world
through the path of education? How do we prepare ourselves for a challenging visionary
transformation? What are the dimensions of the kind of revitalized Indian educational
leadership that must be addressed? What are the educational models we have already
tried, and what have we learned from them? What are the structures we need to create?
What are the implications of the Foundations of Indigenous Education for modern global
education? (p. 187)
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Numerous other profound contributions exist grounded in traditional Indigenous
epistemes and seeking the emancipatory vision of intercultural translation. Of the many
challenges facing leaders of Indigenous education projects is the crucial task of developing a
curricular catalog that embodies this powerful potential. By developing and offering hybrid
knowledges anchored in Indigenous ways of knowing, ushered through a modern context,
schools can play a significant role in leading their communities to bold new possibilities for
reimagining and expanding the historically suffocated limitations of “Indian control”. While
these decisions can and should be made from within the community context, demanding
participatory involvement in the actualization of self-ascribed goals, Cajete (1994) has noted:
“The key is learning to seek in a way that reclaims a people’s oral history and cultural tradition
for the purpose of constructing a transformative vision” (p. 192). Such a vision must be
constructed within the dynamic of dialogue, bringing a necessary collectivity to the reclamation
of voice and vision.
The following texts represent a limited selection that exemplify the vision of intercultural
translation. Robin Wall Kimmerer’s (2013) Braiding Sweetgrass: Indigenous Wisdom, Scientific
Knowledge and the Teachings of Plants, serves to poetically bridge modern theories of biology
and ecology, with the ancestral wisdoms of Indigenous consciousness. Melissa Nelson (2008)
offers a profound compilation of essays addressing a variety of modern dilemmas through the
lens of ancient teachings and understandings in the edited book, Original Instructions:
Indigenous Teachings for a Sustainable Future. Other outstanding contributions invoking
intercultural translation include Batalla (1996), Cajete (1994), Colín (2014), Deloria (2012),
Gómez-Quiñones (2012), Harjo and Bird (1997), LaDuke (1999), and Suzuki and Knudtsen
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(1992), among a vast sea of others, patiently awaiting the potentiality of curricular integration
within the scope of decolonizing Indigenous education.
Rematriating curriculum studies. Despite the relative abundance of Indigenous hybrid
and traditional knowledges that can and should be implemented into potentially wide-ranging
education projects, decolonizing Indigenous schooling not only demands the re-reading of what
stories we choose to tell, but also how we choose to tell them. The implications of this struggle
necessarily require disrupting Western assumptions determining what education practices are
used and what they intend to deliver. As we have seen, scholar practitioners such as Deloria and
Wildcat (2001), Cajete (1994), and Grande (2004) have elucidated that educational aims of
Indigenous epistemologies are distinctly different from the sterile and industrially-oriented
mechanization of Western education. Cajete (1994) has designated this fundamental
differentiation as one of authentic empowerment, clarified by an Indigenous methodological
approach that not only seeks to train vocationally but prepare students “for self-actualizing
themselves, fulfilling their human potentials, enlivening their creative spirit, and finding their
personal meaning, power, and what in earlier times Indian people called medicine” (p. 190).
In light of the historical and contemporary domination of the West, Eve Tuck (2011) has
argued that in order for this authentic empowerment to occur the repatriation of the aims of
curriculum and research is required. Accordingly, decolonization unavoidably demands the
repatriation of cultural knowledge, theories, and artifacts as well as the repatriation of land,
sovereignty, subsistence rights, and human remains from anthropologists and museums. Though
repatriation has become understood as ubiquitous within the struggle for decolonization, Tuck
(2011) has recognized that the expression unnecessarily promotes the reification of
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heteropatriarchal dominance, leading some Indigenous activists and scholars to alternatively
replace the language with rematriation. This intentional reframing recognizes and honors the
significance of matrilineal societies and influence, especially with regard to matters related to the
land.
Such an acknowledgment holds vast implications for the relationship to land within
curriculum studies, especially given Indigenous and decolonizing sensibilities. Tuck (2011) has
eloquently articulated that when curriculum studies are rematriated, distinctly alternative aims of
curriculum are revealed:
The first is a remembrance of the true purpose of knowledge in/for our communities.
The second is to uncover quiet thoughts and beliefs of a community.
The third is to map the variety of ideas in a community.
The fourth is to confirm that “Indigenous traditions are the repository of vast experience
and deep insight on achieving balance and harmony” (Alfred, 2009, p. 21).
The fifth is to make generational knowledge of elders, youth, parents, warriors, hunters,
leaders, gardeners, fishers, teachers, and others available to other generations.
The sixth is to make use of home languages to express ideas, and to bring new language
to new and recovered ideas.
The seventh is to honor all of our relations by engaging in the flow of knowledge in the
community.
The eighth is to reflect the cosmologies of our communities. This means that the chain of
value of curriculum studies is shaped by a community’s understanding of the
relationships between human knowledge and/within the cosmos. It means that curriculum
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inquiry projects are created to have multiple points of entry, and multiple meanings to be
drawn. It means that there is continuity between curriculum and community life that
moves in recursive ways to further inquiry and further applications of meaning.
The ninth is to engage place and land in ways that dramatically differ from more
commonly held constructions of place and space. (p. 36)
Fundamentally, rematriating curriculum studies involves the redistribution of power,
knowledge, and place, as well as the dismantling of settler colonialism. Tuck’s (2011) vision for
rematriating curriculum studies unequivocally engages Grande’s (2004) articulation of a Red
pedagogy and accordingly, aligns with the aims of emancipatory retellings within the
decolonizing Indigenous framework. Analogous to the sensibilities of Smith’s (2012)
Decolonizing Methodologies in the critical inquiry: do you do research on people or with people;
Tuck (2011) has soundly questioned: “do you do curriculum studies [author’s emphasis] on
people, or with people?” (p. 35), indicating that such retellings demand a community-centered
orientation, construction, and solidarity. This recognition is inexorably consubstantial with anticolonial and anti-imperialist pedagogies in the pursuit of actualizing an emancipatory potential
for a decolonizing Indigenous framework.
Semillas en práctica (seeds in practice). Anahuacalmecac’s educational design,
Huehuetlamachilizmachiotl, articulates a set of emancipatory principles—profoundly aligned
with the decolonizing Indigenous framework—that guide the school’s teaching and learning
process toward tlacmachiotekipanotilistli, translated as life-long knowledge. The following
characteristics represent the values inculcated by the fabric of the school and embodied by all
members of the school community:
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1) Ce centetl ce xinaxtli, ce centetl ce tocani / In each a seed, of each a seed planter.
2) Noche tih cuahcueh to xiquipil, Noche ti hualneme ipan petlatl/ Every child is born
with gifts into a world of infinite possibility and the skills accumulated through life.
3) Centetl centlalihleh/ Each student carries an entire history, memory and community
along with him/her.
4) Yoloxochitl nelhuayotl/ The integrity of each human being is born of the root culture of
each nation.
5) Tlahtqueh nahuahqueh toquiliz ixhuayotl/ Experience sows consciousness.
6) Cenzontle quihtohneque ce centle/ Each student holds infinite possibilities within.
7) Anahuamatihqueh, nochita quih nemilihtiazqueh quenihque teh palehuizquezqueh
ihpan chicote nemiliz-ihniyotl ihuan ihpan tlatquenahuahqueh/ An Anahuamaxtica
will learn to, in every deliberation, consider the impact of one’s decisions on the seven
generations to come and all natural relations. (AIUP, 2019)
Situating its learning and teaching paradigm firmly behind the logic of the decolonial
imaginary, Anahuacalmecac explores and celebrates the strength of Indigenous community and
culture through theory, practice, and sacred ritual. Additionally, the notion of survivance
(Vizenor, 1998) narratives are actively engaged throughout the school design at all levels, and is
magnified further in the apex of the schools learning experience through the IndigeNations
Scholars program for grades eleven and twelve. Within this program, their integral “Survivance
Studies” curriculum involves four semesters of classes including, Sovereign Knowledge,
Metacognition of Indigeneity, Chicanx Studies, and Latin American Studies. In addition to these
courses, students have also engaged in reflective projects, where students identify, analyze, and
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evaluate an ethical issue emergent from their survivance studies curriculum, designed to serve as
the “crystallization of the student’s own metacognitive analysis of colonization, decolonization,
deculturization, and regeneration as paradigms of human existence” (AIUP, 2019).
Enacting a Decolonizing Indigenous Praxis
One cannot expect positive results from an educational or political action program which
fails to respect the particular view of the world held by the people. Such a program
constitutes cultural invasion, good intentions notwithstanding. (Freire, 1970, p. 95)
Though “decolonizing interpretive methodologies function in the interest of
deconstructing and reimagining conditions for transformative practice and community
sovereignty and empowerment” (Darder, 2019, p. 24), effective practice cannot be achieved by
denying collective engagement through anti-dialogical action. On the contrary, Freire (1970)
recognized that revolutionary leadership requires a democratic engagement, facilitating
movement with the people, and not by their word alone: “Leaders who do not act dialogically,
but insist on imposing their decisions, do not organize the people—they manipulate them” (p.
178). Accordingly, this decolonizing Indigenous framework deliberately refrains from
homogenizing specific educational scripts or pedagogical techniques in curricular design,
intentionally leaving such fundamentally important decisions to be born of the collaborative
spaces of community contexts. Alternatively, the framework aims to guide big picture decisionmaking as it relates to the emancipatory potential of Indigenous communities through the project
of education.
For those communities prepared to engage in the fundamental shifts toward the
indigenization of their education programs, numerous challenges likely await. It is essential to
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acknowledge that the decolonizing Indigenous framework principles are not simply an additive
measure, but a paradigmatic shift that aims to deliberately disrupt and move beyond Eurocentric
views of schooling and society. Fanon (2004) appropriately reminded us that decolonization
“sets out to change the order of the world [and] is, obviously, a program of complete disorder”
(p. 2). This disorder, similar to what Darder (2019) has called epistemological disruption, is
fundamentally necessary in order to actualize the vision of emancipatory re-readings.
As such, a creative tension is to be expected, accompanied with the opportunity to
transform a community according to its demands. As Paraskeva (2011) has rightly claimed,
“Conflict must be seen as a stimulus because it is a fundamental element of the social
transformation framework; in other words, conflict . . . is actually a major source of social
change and innovation” (p. 10). By virtue of opening up brave spaces of creativity and
collaboration characteristic of a Freirean dialogical approach, deep transformational potential
exists within these dialogical moments.
Recommendations
For communities seeking to begin the formation of a decolonizing Indigenous education
program, the following recommendations include:
1) The prioritization of the development and mapping of a community-based curriculum,
guided by the decolonizing Indigenous framework principles and praxis methods.
2) Such development ought to be democratized and involve all members of the learning
community in determining the scope and depth of curricular goals.
3) Careful attention ought to be placed on Tuck’s (2011) goals for rematriating
curriculum studies in the grounding and long-range mapping of curricular design.
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4) Curricular design and decision-making ought to be considered with Alfred’s (2009)
“contemporary ideal of a strong Indigenous nation” in mind, in order to ground the
pedagogical goals to a reflexively oriented social and community-centered reality.
For those communities who have already established Indigenous education programs, but
wish to further indigenize and reformulate curricular goals according to a decolonizing
Indigenous methodology, such education projects may experience even more complexities than
ones drawing from a clean slate. Existing education programs may hold deep historical traditions
or Indigenous distinctions, yet struggle or neglect to comprehensively situate decolonization as a
central aim of the community. This is especially true for schools like Sherman Indian High
School in Riverside, California, and Chemawa Indian School in Salem, Oregon, who have over
the course of more than a century, accumulated and developed traditions that may actually
undermine decolonizing sensibilities, given mainstream educational influence. For these
communities and ones like them, recommendations include all aforementioned goals articulated
above, as well as:
5) The engagement in a critical reframing and reformulation of existing materials within
the decolonizing Indigenous framework to determine what is integral to the
community, and what needs to change.
6) Pursue further indigenization of both organizational and infrastructural considerations
of school autonomy.
Given the legacy and influence of epistemic distortions and the silencing of Indigenous
and subaltern sensibilities within the scope of Western educational spaces, Darder (2014b) has
suggested two important inquiries that are broadly relevant in all aspects of educational decision-
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making suitable to a decolonizing Indigenous framework. The following questions are
appropriately aligned within the sensibilities of decolonizing Indigenous education and serve as a
valuable dialogue by which to guide the determination of curricular changes in our schools.
Ultimately, Darder (2014b) has invited us to consider: “1) [does it] genuinely speak to the heart
of arguments born within our experience, and 2) [does it] illuminate the points we seek to make”
(p. 195).
While Grande (2004) affirmed that “decolonization (like democracy) is neither
achievable nor definable, rendering it ephemeral as a goal, but perpetual as a process” (p. 166), a
decolonizing Indigenous praxis is likewise continual and demands an ongoing self-reflexivity
that is persistently informed by the labor of critical and Indigenous scholar-practitioners. As the
social and material realities of all peoples respond to the political and powerful influences of the
global relations of a ruthless market-driven world, Indigenous peoples endure—as they have for
time immemorial—a resilient and powerful collective that will continue to lead and demonstrate
a competing moral vision for a world hungry for healing. The degree to which we are able to
exercise our sovereignty intellectually, politically, and spiritually will determine the extent to
which a meaningful response to colonialist consciousness can be waged and sustained. The
implications are vast, not merely confined to the existence and perseverance of Indigenous
peoples, but for the very survival of the planet.
Future Research
Though the scope of this study primarily focuses on the impacts of colonialism and
possibilities for decolonizing education, as rooted in the particular histories of Indigenous
peoples of the Americas—especially North America—the shared experiences of invasion and
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common struggles of resistance within the international Indigenous community present a unique
setting for coalition-building and solidarity movements. With limited exception, most Indigenous
communities around the globe lack direct control of the institutions, schools, and governments
with which they must interface (Masaquiza & B’alaam, 2000). Extending the reach of
decolonizing Indigenous education principles throughout the international Indigenous
community—beyond the limited geographical contours of typical Western North American
scholarship—could offer Indigenous intellectuals, educators, and community leaders the
opportunity to build and strengthen pan-indigenous solidarity networks. By pooling effective
strategies, intellectual resources, and experiential cultural wisdom, such networks hold the
possibility for building greater political and economic power by which communities can
empower themselves and other Indigenous communities in the world.
Some Indigenous communities have begun to move in this direction, such as the Semillas
community and Anahuacalmecac’s efforts to build working relationships and exchange networks
with Native American Community Academy in New Mexico, and Centro Educativo Pavarotti in
Guatemala. Inspired by the Indigenous Andean concept of la minga—referring to the method of
collaborative farming for the collective good of the entire community—Santos (2018) proposed
the formation of an epistemic minga wherein an intellectual and political collaborative exchange
can be facilitated across lines of difference, rooted in the common struggle of Indigenous
resistance, self-determination, and sovereignty. With the construction of international coalitions
effective tools within the scope of decolonizing education practices, pedagogies, and frameworks
can be broadly accessed, dialogued, and expanded to address the needs of the international
Indigenous community.
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The decolonizing framework principles for Indigenous education have been designed
with such an application in mind. The method of this framework seeks to open the door for a vast
array of follow-up studies and dialogue that invite its application toward the particular needs of
Indigenous communities seeking to address a decolonizing education program. While the
emancipatory potential for a single community enacting such a framework is great indeed, the
possibilities for sharing and learning the particular struggles of our international brothers and
sisters with regard to how these principles are enacted bring radical insights into our collective
epistemic minga. This vision forthrightly engages in developing a pan-indigenous infrastructure,
one capable of widening the possibilities for colonial resistance, Indigenous solidarity, and the
rematriation of education.
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EPILOGUE
Though it has been over two decades since the passing of my dear Abuelita La-La, she
continues to be an active presence in my life. Her legacy, visible in the lifeblood of our family, is
not one we thoughtlessly disregard nor take for granted. Numerous meaningful tales and extant
wisdoms from her storied life continue to be shared and practiced amongst relatives. Her greatgreat-grandchildren—including my beloved daughter, Evi—routinely utter her name in prayer
and gratitude. Her very survival and exceptional devotion to language, culture, and ancestral
practice, though not entirely unscathed, maintained a crucial glowing ember of hope despite the
violence and domination of assimilation politics of the early 20th century.
Like so many of the ancestors of her time, survival and resistance were often
diametrically opposed, inconceivable to achieve both. Abuelita La La’s story is tragically far too
uncommon, and though I mourn for the language and ancestral practices that were lost with her
passing, I recognize that the ember remains within me and within my kin. She resisted the
genocidal forces that sought to bury her language, spiritual practice, and connection to the land.
In her defiance, she planted the seeds of awakening for us all. Though her children—and my
grandparents—would necessarily continue her trajectory, rooted in survivance, the violent and
exclusionary complexities of the borderlands imposed immense pressures onto them. Forced to
leave school to work the fields with his father in the ninth-grade, my grandfather Arturo Torres,
did what he needed to so that he could instill in his son, my father Samuel, an affection and
commitment to education. Following the footsteps of my own father, I was graciously compelled
to develop and apply the abundance of creativity, curiosity, criticality, and devotion to radical
kinship in the exploration of my own path. Such a gift and privilege has been instrumental in
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leading me back to this inquiry and ultimately, to chart the path for my own daughter and for the
generations to come.
To borrow the empowering words of Swinomish and Tulalip artist Matika Wilbur, “we
are living in a time where it is legal to be an Indian” (Wilbur & Keene, 2019). In the distinctive
age of modernity and global capitalism, this reality though complex, has never been truer. In the
wake of 500 years of extermination and assimilation campaigns claimed by colonization, the
resilience and stalwart determination for sovereignty exemplified by the Indigenous peoples of
North America has been no simple feat. When met with merciless hostility and authoritarian
judgment from governmental bodies and corporations, the collective insistence on Indigenous
existence has prevailed, despite being faced by immense political power. Though the world we
live in today continues to be plagued by a power and capital hungry transnational economic
machine—mercilessly waging a culture of forgetting and an ethics of disposability—it is
incumbent upon us to recognize the rising desire and longing for revitalization and reconnection
to Indigenous consciousness and ways of knowing.
Reflecting on that deep yearning for reclamation, Matika Wilbur shared a profound
experience she had in the Pacific Northwest in ceremony for Canoe Journey, where Native youth
offered an elder from the host nation a traditional hand-dug canoe that took three years to create
(Wilbur & Keene, 2019). In Wilbur’s words, the elder responded by stating:
When I was growing up I never saw this. I never saw canoes on the water. I never had the
opportunity to hear my songs, I never felt this feeling. I never stood before a council of
elders and got to present in my language who I am. And now I look at these kids and I’ve
realized that they’ll never be able to say that. They’re always going to have this inside of
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them in their memory. That when they were children they dug out a canoe. They sang the
songs that propelled it. They know how to speak the words to our ancestors and know
these prayers. I can die now feeling happy knowing that that’s what’s in store for us in
the future. (Wilbur & Keene, 2019)
Signaling a deep sorrow for that which was stolen, but not lost, this story likewise speaks to a
phenomenon much stronger than the violence that deliberately sought to destroy a people and a
culture. Undeniably more powerful, it speaks to an active presence determined to continue
building a legacy and narrative of survivance, unwilling to be defeated or defined by colonialism.
The completion of this dissertation emerges as a result of a similar complex of struggles,
though riddled with self-doubt inflicted by a trauma of uprooted ancestral knowledge. I grew up
outside of my ancestral teachings and ceremony, without access to learning or reconnecting to
that which I could feel but not understand, given my brief time with my Great-grandmother. At
times, I have even felt shame for struggling to converse with my Spanish speaking relatives—
despite the cognitive awareness that the Spanish language is, like English, another colonizing
language. What has taken me far too long to realize, is that this is fundamentally not a fault of
my own and that my ancestral connections have not been destroyed as a result of this colonial
condition. The brutal realities manifested by the culture of forgetting remind me that I am not
alone on this path of finding one’s voice and that there exist others who refuse to be seduced by
the deceptions of the Western colonialist consciousness (Grande, 2004).
The path toward my personal healing and reconnection has run directly through the
process of this dissertation. Though it has taken but a year to compose, from the first word to its
finality, this process has been over a decade in the making—though it could be argued, a
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lifetime. Such a process has been a deeply intellectual, emotional, spiritual, and physical
undertaking—a transformation that has involved an invocation and awareness similar to what
Anzaldúa (1987) called, La facultad. This deliberately intimate and profound reshaping of
consciousness and awareness has instilled in me a paradigmatic shift in perception that has
provocatively grounded my experience, my trauma, my pride, my sorrow, and my joy, as a
bicultural human not only seeking the ancestral ways of knowing, but to contribute toward
collective reclamation.
To be Indigenous, ultimately means to be of a place. To be of a place, one must recognize
that they exist in dynamic relationship to the land, physically and spiritually. I was born on
Tongva land, as was my father. Though we rest here now, our ancestors called the lands in
central México home for generations and inevitably fled the region under diasporic conditions.
As such, I recognize a sacred duty toward the rematriation of these lands and toward collectively
rebuilding those sacred relations to place and to one another. The illnesses of the West cannot be
healed by the medicines of their own design. The proliferation of technology will not correct
itself guided by a Western consciousness that has determined to extract and transact its way to
oblivion. The medicines that we know can heal our present condition have been rejected from the
dominant cultural lexicon as viable alternatives for a future worthy of our children and the next
seven generations. What works for us all, strikes fear in the minds of those who prosper in our
global culture of inequality. This project aims to support and nourish the sacred duty to reclaim
and reaffirm our Indigenous consciousness. To wield it with purpose and with fervor.
Perhaps it is fitting then, to conclude this profoundly spiritual ancestral reclamation and
reconnection process with an artifact of consciousness that has been created as a result of this
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shift. Throughout the development of this project, I have found myself increasingly more
sensitive to intense creative waves of awareness. Though generally a creative person, I found
myself writing more music than I ever have and began to write poetry again after fifteen years of
sharing but a single poem with anyone. In closing this chapter, but leaving room for the next, I
am humbled to resolve this dissertation with a poem I call, Xicano Indígena Sangre:
My tongue sings
the dreams of our ancestors
a being of the diasporic people of the sun
a creation of the deeply woven imagination
of the Earth-Spirit.

With hands that dance
of duality between rage and silence
of visionary and creative animus
with purpose and with chaos
MEMORY calls me by name and
asks that we listen, feel, dream.

Enchanted by the old songs
the ones we’ve always heard
the ones we used to listen to
they live in my ears
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they live in my hands
they live on my tongue.

They live in my blood
Xicano Indígena Sangre
de La Tierra, and where I will return
when the body rests when it is done
when our songs ring
from the lips of relatives awakened.

Sleep no more
in the culling sirens that promise venom
that tried to annihilate, but animated the spirit
that tried to smother, but enkindled a blaze
that tried to silence, but revived the songs
Xicano Indígena Sangre.
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